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Ik J' Vdcfign ia writing thd Hijior^ of thi 

•*:.:: C^mptms fif Cbrifiianity^ it will 

i^afil^ be porcetved; was to compofo a tvork 

proper for thel.ufe of all chriftians, learn^ 

j9d;and unlearni^d^ aad indeed chiefly thc^ 

^^ latter, Alfo, .having an extenfive objc<a 

^ before mc^ J ; did npt give ihuch mart 

^ iittehtidn rto ane part of. .the fcheme 

sham to* another^ On thefe accQvmts I 

aviDided all unmcelTary quotations from ori^i 

^ ginal writers in the languages in which 

they wrofe^ efpecially in Greek, Mrhich I, 

had ^i^t difficulty in getting printed j but 

I gave fome paflages: tha^t were of particular 

talue» .and in Latin,, and diftinAly refers 

cd to ;a$ .many ^others as. I had a<^ually 

made ufe of qayielf ^ making a point of 

r^rriog to nOoei at firft or fecond hand| 

of which I faw.^ny reafon ta doubt« 

» - . • 

. It has happeneid that hitherto the kt^ 
article^ in niy work, viz. The Hijiory of 

i\ ^ opnions 
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fi TH E PREB^ A C R 

opinions concerning Cbrrfi^ has attraded the 
more particular notice of critics,^ which 
has led ftie to fliidy this fubjed more 
than I fhould otherwife have done ; and 
i think ft will probably engage my :a^e|i-. 
iiou ibme time longer. Indeed, as the 
queftion is of particalar un^rtance, I tfai»k 
it right to take every 'metbod m my povref 
to invite 'and promote the ftrlleft diibaffioa 
of if. With this view, I replied 'cb 
fount rctnorkd of a writer in the Monthly 
Review, Which, Hhopgh not in the ;teaft 
iifrediifg my priAci|^ argument, fgttenitAlt 
«h opportuftfty to add jfonsp neir fiibftra^ 
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.Br, Horflty's •Cifci»^?';/!e ito.<Ar|grlha|i 
laffbrd&cl nie another t^|M}rtbiuty of- te-§xw 
«mining the Aibje^ j a^id ttie ie^t, which 
is now befdre the rc^er, htt 'been^ %s~2^ 
thiiik, a farther illuftrlEitioa ahd a ftronger 
confirmation of my 6rigi»sU pofitioii, via^ 
that the belief that Ci^rlft Wtis a metOttian^ 
naturally pofleffed of no other powers than 
other men have, but a diftinguiihed mef- 
ftnger of Ood, and 'the chief ihftiiiment 

in 



THE PIKE F AC 5. i\k 

iji hisr hswids for the good of ovsn^ was thft 
priginal faith of the chriftian. church, con- 
lifting both' of Jews and GentiJes* 

Thte^ cpnitf overf)^, I hope, will continue^" 
either, with Dr. Hprfley, or fome othtit 
pcrfon. N6thiug,.hovfever, 0»4}| bg \y»i|trt 
ing on injr pjirt> ;tq .feepp it Up, (9 loi?g a9 
^n^ir new light flb^ appear to be.tiM?9^i^ 
ttpon. the queftioft; ift 46t>a«j ai^d aljj^g 
thi* I intend^ to cpmppft ajPr^PB^jr*? 
work on tMs ftihje<3; onlyj ifel^ngy in ^ 
9^r « IjighiC 46 I fluiU be dbl^j t^? evl.* 
dence of the above important truth (fo^ 
fuch I cannot help confidering it) as it 
flball ihen ^jpeM tp mc, wixk i^Uvtljie pf o- 

per ftiithorio«» in, tW origtoai IfngUftgWj 
and lie«ve it. ftfc t»»kd^; wh^ev^r %kpFef8pj| 
it tnair pii the minii-^ Qthe^?; haieii^ 
theft done pty dji^ wtdpk i$r|t9iSt l<p ii;^ 



i - - - . 

IH: the- m^an ^fue, I 4m by mfi^^^ns 

f8|ftg»ijn^ in . Qiy ^p^aaffioiji^ frow; thp 
(^^ pf lih? nnf^ i&m:if?|<^- %rgw^enf8^ 99 
jntia^ pf jhpi^ 'w^a 4fe _%t gcffent 

a 2 indifpofed 
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indifpofed to receive, the opinion that I 
Contend for, in confequence of ftrong early 
prejudices in favour of a different one; 
prejudices which have been confirmed by 
much reading, thinking, and converfation, 
cfpecially if thofe who are influenced by 
them ht advanced in life. It is happy 
for the caufe of truth, as well as other 
valuable purpofes, that man is mortal ; 
and th!at while the fpecies continues, the 
individuals go off the ftage. For other- 
wife the* whole fpecies would foon arrive 
atMts maximum in all improvements, as 
individuals now do. 
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If -any/ perfon ought- to have candour 
for others in this refpeft, / oujght j Jiaving 
had abundant experience of the difficulty 
with -which deep-rooted prejudices give 
way ^o -the; ftrongeft evidence, eveii when 
the mind is naturally aftive, and -the at- 
tention is .Conftantly kept in a ftatfe of 
inquiry. '- On this account, a jftiort hiftory 
of the - progrefs of my own thoughts with 
refped to this fubjed may be .ufeful. 

• • : To 
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THEPREFACE. ♦ 

To myfelf the reflexion upon it is highly 
£o, at the fame time that it is not a little 
humbling. . 

4 ' 

Having been educated in the ftri<3:cft 
principles of Calvinifm, and hiving from 
niy early years had a ferious turn of mind^ 
promoted n6 doubt by a weak and fickly 
■conftitution^ I was very fincere and ^&ealous 
in my belief of the doiftrine of the trinity ; 
and this continued till I was aboiut nine- 
teen : and then I was as much fhocked on 
hearing of any who denied the divinity of 
Chrift (thinking it to be nothing Icfs than 
impiety and blafphemy) as any of my op- 
ponents can be now, I therefore truly feel 
Sot them, and moft iincerely excufe them* 

« 
About the age of twenty, being then in 

a regular courfe of theological ftudie$, I 

faw r^afon to change my opinion, and 

became an Arian ; and notwithftanding' what 

appeared to me a fair and impartial ftudy of 

the fcriptufes, and though I had no bias 

on my mind arifing from fubfcribed creeds, 

«nd confeffions of faith, &c. I continued ia 

a 3 that 
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ihat perfuafisft fifteen or fixteen yeaj^S; tifid 
yet to that -time I was well acijuainted 
with Dr. Lardner, Dr. Fleming, aiidfcveral 
other zealous Socinians, efpecially my friend 
'Mr. C^raham, Tht ifirft 'theological frad: 
of mwe (which was on the dofftrirte flff 
latonenficnt ) was publiflied at the particular 
tcqueft, atid «nder the xlircftion of Dr, 
Lardner ; ami ht approving of the fcfecme 
Whidb I had theft formed, of givimg a 
-^ort Tiew (which wai aii that linad then 
:thou^t of) of the progrds of the corrup-. 
tions iaf chriftianity, lie gave me a few 
-iiiats with reipetft to it. But ftilil I con- 
tinued till after his death indifpofed to the 
Socrriian hypothcfis. After this, contimring 
my ftudy of the fedptures^ with the help 
of his. Letters on the hogos\ I at length 
<diang*d my- opfiwiori, aiid becaaic wfcat is 
tailed a Socinianj and in irhis I fee con- 
4in^iaMy iwope reafon to acqwefce, though 
it was a long tii»c before the a^rg^m^ts 
in favour 6f it did morfe than barely pre* 
j)ondcrate ih my mind. For the arguments 
which had the prijacipal weight wi^th me 
at that time^ and particuiady thoie texts 

of 
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of fe^ipture "(vbich To loiig rfjtarded my 
djiang^ of qpinipQ, J refer mj rfad«r9 to 
i^t^T^eof<fgie4 Rf^ofapry, Yp|. Ui. p^ 345. 

f 

I WW greatly ^on^fiTff^^ iij this fjoij^riop 
.after J was fqlly fat^f fied (hat la^n Ifi o|* iia 
uniform compofitio|i| aod w|^l|y morta]; 
ju}d thaf tl^e dp^rine of a f<^rate iounate- 
rial foul, capable of ^^niation %9d a^ion 
when the body is in tbp grave, i^ ^ Qotiofi 
borrowed from heathen phiV>iQphy» ^nd 
unknown to the fcriptures. Of th)§ I bad 
for a long time z tatit fufpicion i but having 
cafually mentioned it as fuch, and a yiokut 
outcry being raifed againft me On that 
account^ I v^a$ induced tp give ^he gc^at^ft 
attention to the queftioi), to examine it in 
every light, and to iftvite the fuUf ft dif*- 
cuflion of it. This terminated io as full 
a convidion with refpcA to this fuhjeiS; aa 
I have with refpeft to any other whatever* 
The reafons on which that coavi^ioa i$ 
founded may be feen in ngiy Uyqu^tHm 
4fn Matter and Spirit, of whifh I bftve 

lately publidied ^ n,e.w fnd itnproved eai« 
lion. 

a 4 Beiog 



^ T H E PREFACE. 

Being now fiilly perAiaded that, Chrift 
was 4 man like ourfelves, and cbnfequently 
tKat his pre-exiftciicc, as well as that of 

other men, was a notion that had no 

.. ► - • 

foandation in reafon' or rn ihe ffcripttires i 
and having Been gradiially led (in confe- 
quence of wifhing to trace the principal 
-corruptions of chrHtianity) to give par- 
ticular attention to -ecdtfiaftical hiftory, 
reould not help thinking biKt that (fince the 
doftrine of the pre-exiftence of Chrift was; 
not the doftrine of the fcriptures, arid 
therefore could not have been taught by 
the apoftles) there muA be fome traces of 
the rife and progrefs of the dodtrine of the 
trinity, and fome hiftorical evidence that 
uniiarianifm was the general faith of chrrf- 
tians in the apoftolical age, ^ independent 
pf the evideiice which arofe from its being 
the dpdtrine of the fcriptures • 

* • . . . ^ 

^ In this ftate of mind, the reader wilt 
0fily perceive that I naturally expefted to 
$nd, what I was previoufly well perfuaded 
was to be found ; and in time I collcdted 
inuch more evidence than I at firft ex^ 

pefted, 
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^ededy con&derihg;the earif Hfey md. tlfb 
long and univcrfal -fpreadctf what-I* deem 
•CD be 1. radical corruption of the-gcnuir^ 
chriftian do<^rine. This, diridencfc X ha^ 
fairly laid before the reader. He muft 
judge of the weight of it,. ^^ .alfo make 
•whatever allowance he may^ think necefiary 
for my par(k:alar fituation and prej i)diirs.> 






I ani well aware that it is natiiralty in^ 
poffible that ' the evidence '. I have 'prbdaced 
ihould. imprefs theniinds of thofc who are 
Arians or Athanaiians, as it will thofe of 
JSocinian^ ; nor are men to be iionvinced 
pf the proper humanity of Chrift, . by ari- 
guments pf this kind. They rouft begw, 
,as I did, with the ftudy pf the fpripttires;; 
gnd whatever be the refuU pf .th*t ftudyv 
it will be impoflible for them, let th6m 
difcipline their minds as thej^ will, not to 
he influence4 in the hiftofi^al inquiry, ^ 
I was, by th?ir previous pser-fuiiion coii- 
perning the fubjeca. of it, Jf, .however, 
;they (bould be fo far imprelfcd Mrith the 
J^iftorical argutn?nts, as to think it prpb^*- 
•bkrth^t tlie.fhrillian church Was, in a yeiy 
I -. ?arl^ 
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if^l^ ijpsr'fodt qiiitarian.; . it vrlU, no.daobt* 
h^d ■ tticanr to xxpedi ithat they fball fij>d 
.<^e tekaftriae. of the fcrijBturBS, tfiily mt«rr 
fcetedf ;tEt.be. fo too; / 



4 *. 



. ..With reKpeft.to my&lf^ I >da noti^no^ 
"^txl caa do any thing more^ Being per#» 
fuaided^ a&^ I am, froiii thi&: ftudy of the 
fcriptures, that Chrift is properly a man, 
J' cannot ccafb to think (6 ; nor can I pof- 
.fibly help the influence of that perfuafiofi 
in my hiftorical refearches. Let other 
IpcrSons Write as freely on their refpe<^ve 
liypothefes as I have done on mine ; and then 
indi^rent perfons, and efpecially younger 
|)er,ibns, whofe minds have not acquired 
$hc fti^nefs of ours, who are turned fifty, 
^ay derive benefit from it. 

Firm as my perfuaiSon now is concern- 
ing the proper humanity of Chrift (a per- 
^afion that h^s been the ilow growth of 
years, and the refult of much anxious and 
patient thinking) I do not know that, in 
the courfe of my enquiry, I have been un- 
thc influence of prejudice more than 

all 



THE TREF ACE". a 

^all other mtft natttraily are. •: Ab ^.rvputa^ 
ition^ la man may diftiniguifh faimiclf juft 
as muc^ by the defence of old fyilems^ a$ 
"by die eredion of new ones ; but I havfe 
fieithei^ formed any new fyfteisis, nor have I 
ffartiGdlarly diflingulflied my&If ia thed& 
fence of old ones* ^^heit I firft became 
an Arian, and afteivards a Socinian, I was 
only a convert^ in company with many 
others; and wtiEtf far from having any 
thoughts of troubling the werld with pub^ 
lications on the fubjeft. This I have beeA 
led to do by a ferics of events, of which I 
liad no forefight, and of which I do not 
fee the iffue. 

The concltifion that I have formed, wkli 
refpeft to the fubjeit of this worlc,- and my 
eitertions in fupport of it, are, however^ 
conftantly afcribed by ray opponents to a 
force of prejudice and prepofleflix)n, fo ftrong 
as to pervert my judgment in the plaineftdF 
-all cafes. Of this I may not be a proper 
jtidge ; but analogy may^ be ibmc guide 'te 
myfelf as well as to others in this cafe; ^ 

4 NoWj^ 
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. Now,-what appears to have been my difpQ- 
£tion i in . other* fimil ar cafes ? . Have : I ,bfien 
.par^ukrly Attached to hypothefst in philQ- 
fopBy, even \o my own, which always create 
ii ftroiiger ^ttachm^nt than -thofe of ^ther 
^rfohsi![ Oathe;cohtJrary, I. will venture 
tto fay: tfeaf- nb perfpjri \% genef ally thought 
to be iefs To; nor has it been imagined 
thai; my purfuits have; been at all defeat- 
led or injured, by any prepofleflion in far- 
.your of: particular theories; and ytt theo- 
ries' arp as; apt to miflead in philofophical 
jas in any other fubjefts. I have alway^s 
fliewn the,greateft readinefs to abandon any 
hyppthefis that I have advanced, and even 
defended, while I thought it defenfible, 
the nntoment I have fufpeded it to be ill 
founded, whether the new fads that have 

V 

^refuted it were difcovefed by myfelf or 
jpthers. My friends in general have blamed 
me for my extreme facility in this refpedt* 
'AiJfl if I may judge of myfelf by my owa 
li^elings, after the cloCeil: examination that 
I can give myfelf, I am j uft the fame with 
refpeft to thcpjogy. 

In 



In the courfe pf my life | , haye .hfeld 
and ^ defended apinipjis yer)i diffcxient fropi 
thofe which I hold at prefent. Now, if 
my pbftiflacy in retaining an4 -defeildtng 
opinions had been lb gt^atf^srrby. oppose 
ne nts ireprefcnt it^ : why, did it: /Jg* long ago 

put ^:JikQf;t9 ill rAx^^h^ngi^ ««4-fixiimei 
Trlnitarijin^ or afii >Arian ? : Let ^t^oie);whx3 
have' given ftrongfar proofs'/ b&.ihqrtnindi 
being open, to:- 'convifticm.rtlwriidnine .h» 
been,vthraw:AQ.firfftlftQnAat-iB»e.j -. :i 1l> 

«■ X •' t ... • . .,.*.* 

_l. ♦ ♦.«. .l»«->i.J ■■ .A i ^^» •." 

, 1 am well iwarcjDf then^ttjreao4iprceof 

^, ^ - J— «..» ... '" 

that ppppfiti<?a,and obloquy ^^er;\x^iel? I4W 

exppfingmyfelfinconiequeo^^ofwrMtbgqtjy 

H^ory fl/" Mf Gof.ru/t/ioiuo/ C^ri^'fnr'fy, t^ 

moft vaiuabk, I;tr4»ft,of alla^ jubjicationsj 

and efpecially ■ in co^i^fequfficqgf the |)ain§ 

that have been taken to magnify and expofp 

a few inaccuraciesi; to which ail;: works of 

a ftniilar pajtuye,. have been, .aq^ ever; muft 

' be .fijbjpa:. But • I have the , il^^left peTr 

fuafibn that the r^al overfighl^i in it ar? 

of the; fmaljeft miagnitude, and do^iot« 

all <}fFea aDky-oae pofition or ai'giMnent.ift 

my -work, as. I hope tdf^i^fy all fcandii 

judges } 
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judges } Had as to tn^e ca^il aAd reproach, 
f think Godi, I. am well able to bear it. 

# . .... 

^ The odititxl' I brought upart myfelf by 
fiiaintaining the do(it!iti&AKy£ miifenal^m dtxA 
nweffity^ without attempting to cover or 
£)fteii tenws 4^f fa frightfAil a foundi ^nci 
without pal&idng aii^of tdieir torifeqAienceSy 

ncfs can brm§iipim me. At irhe begiornng 
of that cdMiri^verfy L had few, very. \&w 
indeed, of my neareft friends, who were 
with me in the afipgumettt. • They, however. 
Who knew ifte, knew my taotives> and ex* 
kufed me f hut tire chtiftian worid in 
general regarded me with fhe greateft ab- 
horrence. I was confidered' a* an unprin*^ 
cipled infidel, either an atheift, cm- in kagiae 
Hvith atheifts« In thid light I wa^ i^peat^ 
edly exhibited in all the ptiWic papers 5 
and the Monthly Review,, anid o^er Re- 
i^iews, with all the (im^W publlcfttidns df 
theday/jelned ipi the ptopttfcr cry. But a 
few years^ have feen the end of it%'> At 
^aft all that is left wou^ldnotdiftv^b the 
mereft novice in thefe things. The con^ 

quence^ 
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quench (which I ttow fenjoy) Is' a ghi% 
iflcriafe of ittateriaKfts/ ntft oT: Mh^fticat 
xmes,aslbme will iltll reprefeAtit, bitt ol 1^ 
lAoAs ied9i}S^ ' itit '■ mdft ' fatioiiaty juid cdH'^ 
fiftent chriflians. " ' 

"' Kt Sthilat lfue:i'^mi!y Iitp6& ttfOh ihe 

lap]>da)-4Wthf6 ^tfif-oribted^ wM ai^ ^wik 
"V^tk whfti -ls-^'ff(edoufly "ffifd cdiifidteudy 

td#«ft^ lhat^6«h:i|<«i»*'l*1ltialil^1l^ItkC 

'the ihknai df'tSbd m tvttytiiiag,4thMH 
hith Tor (eiadrii:g hielhto this btfiiK^fs^;^ 'as^f 
tk>pe to .1ikv« ^e<^dh ftf thcAr^^Jiiinv ifins(( 
years heince, for leading me throu|^ |t( 
and with as much advanta|;e as I have been 
kd throof h thfe odrer j • 



» » •• 



it-iSy indeed, my^fiima dfid it is <mf jcgrfal 
^ribafibiv tfa&t ^thtire is a wife $iroTiden«e 
b«i6r-rtiling all }fiqtt2rie»» ^ Wittl i» othet 
^vent^. 7he wifikMi of Go^has appeak-ed, 

as 
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as I hwt^cn^YtOVLKd to pojlnt.out^ §Y^^i ^9 
fhCi OQTriiptioivs of chri^janity^^ and tJbp 
£pr€kd of '^ffqrs .g^xi it iss eq.iially confpicu- 
OHS JftfjlvS .!difcoycry;i.*n$i;.p^-ppagation ./of* 
truth. ' 

1^ > . - • « * 

f 

./I am.Tarirom thinking,. .'tkat ithaj great 

B«pg: who ftrperi»t€ndat':i^jl:|jj»»g6, j glided 

jfay pifeir,- anyf'fltiQu^rtllai^ihft-dpes that of my 
fifer^0Fi.-<^(fiW»t|.;bat jllb^liey^ j^ai: by 
«)^h% ftf,' . par , noin t, iabott«Sy ^nd , f tfegfis 
tf all - what ^hgagjr ift. ri^lftgi<#; c^^re* 

mee tP:thejtttx3aoft exaction of tbekifaciiil/- 
ties) Ipte §$:v^i9'?^i?M^ his .own excell^q^ 
purpofcs, .and iprwiding for the pyev^ileiicf 
€f itruth^ in-bU 'awn-du^^ time; and hi .this 
generalr pifoi^4t. Fc -Qttght, alj eqqj^ly^- jl^ 
jtjoice^' ;'•-• en: ;.".••-'■ . .. ...I ..•. ( 

It becomes us^ howerer^ tdron^der^ thai 
they only will be entitled to praiie, who join 
in carrying' on the - defigns , of prtovideiice 
ayith .r^/ vietvf of/tMr^a^n^ .who aw 
fid;\ii^t^ by a real lovp of truth, and ?dfy 
by that caadour and beneygleaee^ which ai 

fenia 
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fenie of our Gomrnon difficulties in the in* 
Veftigation of trtith moft efFeiSually in- 
f|>ireSi A matt who has never changed an 
opinioft^ cannot hatrc much feeling of this 
difficulty; and therefore cannot be expedtcd 
tb have much dandouf^ unlefs his difpofi-* 

« 

tion be Urrcommonly excellent. I Ought 
to have mofe candour than many crthersi 
bccaufe I have felt more than many caa 
pretend to have dorici the force of thofe 
obftacles vvhich retard oiic progrefs in th^fli 
fearch of truth. 

With mdch trariciiiilityi a trariqdllify 
ilcquired by habit, but more approaching 
to a pleiafing alacrity^ than to any un- 
cafy apprehenfion^ I fhall wait the iffue of 
the prefeflt cdntroverfy; freely retracing 
whate^^er I flhtall be found to haVe ad-s 
tanced v^ith too little confideration j mo- 
derating any thing on which I fliall appear 
to have laid too miich ftrefs,; and urging 
with the gre'ateft freedoni every new argu- 
ment or illuftratiori that may occur to' me^ 
tiU i fb^l have nothing of cdnfe<|uene€ to 
; ^kdg^. After thi^ I fkall no longer 

b tepl/ 
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reply to particular opponents, but con- 
tent myfelf with making fuch correSlions 
and improvements either in my 'Hijlory, or 
my intended View of the doSirine of the 
firjl ages of the chrifian churchy concerning 
the perfon of Chrift^ as I may fee neceflary ; 
fubmitting every thing to the judgment of 
thofe who may think proper to give any 
attention to the fubje£t. 

I cannot conclude this preface without 
cautioning our readers not to imagine that 
this is a mere trial of fkill between me ahd 
m^y opponents. It is the opening of a fe- 
rious and important controverfy, tending 
to decide whether the chriftian church in 
the age of the apoftles was unitarian or 
trinitarian; which/ independently of any 
arguments from particular texts of fcrip- 
ture, will aflift us to determine whether the 
dpdrine of the trinity, which has had fo 
long poffeflion of the minds of the chriftian 
world, be a real dodtrine of chriftianity, or 
one of its oldeft and worft corruptions, 

I wi(h to draw out the ableft men, bath 

on the trinitarian and the Arian fide of the 

queftion^ 
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queftion; and I hope that I (hall not long be 
thcprincipal on the proper unitarian fide. My 
Vindicator is much better qualified to take 
this place, and leave me that of auxUiary. 

I would farther obferve, that in a con- 
troverfy fo various andextenfive as this will 
|>robably be, it fhould not be imagined that 
the queftion is abfolutely decided when any 
particular advantage is gained on either fide. 
AH men. are liable to overfights; but a 
judicious reader will confider the extent and 
^onfequences of an overfight, and particii-- 
larly whether it affedts the queftion itfelf, 
or the writer only, . , 



» 



Efpecially, let not perfons, who are not 
themfelves much ^converfant in ecclefiafti- 
cal hiftory, conclude that when any writer 
has gained a filming advantage, it is there- 
fore a real and^«tf/ oni, but let them wait 
till his opponent h^is been heard. On tho 
firft appearance of Dr. Horfley's Charge, 
many perfons confidere4 it as decifiye againft 
me. Others may now think as favourably 
of my fide of the argument^ Bijt let all 

\ z perfons 
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perfone fufpend their ju(igtnent till they fee 
fhat we have nothing of confequence to 
^lledge farther^ and let a reafpnable time be 
given to each Qf us^ 

To the Letters to Dr. Horjey^ I have 
fubjoincd a Pojifcript of fapplenietitai an4 
tnifcellanepus matteri 5 and efpeciaily 1, 
fummary vtew of all the evidence tha^t I havf 
hitherto been able to collet, and maxims ef 
hifi&rical criticifm^ with which the fevera| 
articles may be compared. I wi(h that my, 
opponents would take the fame, or any 
fimilar method, in ordef to bring the con-? 
trovcrfy to a more eafy^ fpcedy, a^d fatif-y 
factory termination^ 

I have likev^ife ad4ed fome notice of tha 
writer in the MMthfy Review for September 
kft, which cpiitaine a large anfwer to my 
reply to his fofmf^r ammadyerfions^ It 
was pertainly impropet for a perfon who 
^umes the chara^er of ^jtidge to become a 
forty in the 4ifpv|te« With the intention^ 
that he avows, of drawing me into a con«? 
trevef fy> he pught tp have left his former 

province 
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province of reviewer to another ; and not to 
have availed ,himfelf of the prodigious ad* 
vantage of the cheap and immenfe cirCula* 
tion vsrhich the Review gave him. As Dr. 
JHorfley confiders this writer (page 77) as 
learned in ecek^^iMidn^ry^oxidm^yvviQito 
have him for an ally, let him not, like Com** 
modus, throw his 4uU from ^Jflgfi bu| if 
he have any confidence in his'ot^'tj pfowfeffe, 
(of which he feems to have na diuf uft) fet 
)iim» mafked or unnnuifked, ^fcehd Into 
\\^t arena ajonjg ^;i(ih tjs,' 
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(b) Signifies from iht ioUom, 

p. 10*' !• l.-for a^ read wr, 
2|» If 21 . for 9^eri read v/ry. 
58. 1. 24. for advantages read advantage. 
60. 1. J. dele#^ff« 
69. V I' r*J! ioT notion ttzA motion. 
124.L ij. dclee^f?^- - * J ' .<: 

141* 1*'I3* for 'read /f/« 

CORRECTIONS.. 

P. 118. 1. 2. ^^^ for «/«?/? tbe ijuboh read a^m/ /^r/, 
32, 1. !?• read A w AV/i!? «»r^ i*«» a«^/flrg;« out of four hundred. 
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Dear Sir« 

AS it is my earncft wifhj that every fubjed of 
importance may be fuily invcftigated, I am. 
happy to find that you have done me the honour to 
animadiaert on my Hijiery of the Corruptions of 
Cbrifiianity^ in your late Charge to the Clergy j at Sf. 
Alban^s^ as you formerly did on my Treat ife on 
Pbihfophical Neceffity^ in a Sermon. I was in hopes 
that my reply to the latter would have led you to 
purfue the argument with me to its proper termina- 
tion. But though I failed in my attempts to engage 
your ailiftance in that inquiry, I flatter myfelf that £ 
fhall be more fuccefsful in this ; efpecialiy as, by the 
temper and ftyle of your performance, youfeem to 
intereft yourfelf more deeply in this fubjeft, imagin- 
ing, no doubt, and very juftly, that much more 
depends upon it. » 

You have given, however, a degree of importance 
to my work, which I own I had not thought of 
myfelf, when you fay to your reverend brethren, 
p. 5, " You will eafily conjcfture that what has led 
** me to theferefleftions, is the extraordinary attempt 
*^ which has lately been made to unfettie the faith, and 
*• to break up the conftitution, of every ecclefiaftical 
•* cftablilhment in chriftendom. Such is the avowed 
?* objcdl of a recent publication, which bears the 

B ' **titW 
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" title of tf Hiftary of the Corruptions of Cbrijiianity^ 
*• among which the Catholic doftrine of the trinity 
** holds a principal place.*' 

Now I fee nothing fo very extraordinary in my 
attempt. I have only done what has been done by 
every other perfon, who has endeavoured to refute 
the doftririe of the trinity, or any other effential 
article of eftablilhed churches. However, as you 
feem to have taken fo particular ad alarm in this 
Cafe, I am willing to hope you will exert yourfelf 
with proportionable vigour ; when, iii your appre- 
hcnfion, it is no lefs than to favi a falling ftatt. 
Before I enter upon the fubjeft itfelf, I mufl: endea- 
vour to fet you right witli refpeft to two prelimi- 
nary circumftances. 

Whether it be to my credit or not, I muft 
obferve, that you make my reading to be more ex^ 
tenfive than it is, when you fqppofe me to have 
borrowed my principal arguments from D, Zwicker, 
or £pifcopius« I do afTure you. Sir, I do not xe- 
colled that I ever met with the name of Zwicker 
before I faw rt in this publication of yours. For 
Epifcopius I have the higheft reverence \ and I thank 
you for informing me that, though an Arian him* 
felf, he was convinced that the chriftian church wa» 
originally what is now called Socinian. 

On the other hand, by your recommending 
Bijhop Bull's defend of the Nicene faith fo very 
ftrongly, and not mentloniiig any other modern 
writers, you feem » have overlooked, or to have 

vn dervalued 



•> 






I 



Dr. H O R S L B Y. . j 

4 

tindenralued, feveral works which may certainly 
be very ufeful to thole who wi(h to form an im- . 
partial judgment on the fubjeft of this controverfy ; 
efpecially fVbitby^s Difquifitiones Modefta, in anfwer 
to Bilhop Bull, and his Replies to fFaSerlandy with 
feveral pieces in the Sociman TraSSj in three fmall 
volumes 4to. But I ami more particularly furprized 
that you Ihould not have mentioned Dr. Clark^s^ 
celebrated Treatife on the Trinity^ which is calcu- 
lated to be of the greateft ufe to thofe who would 
ftudy this fubjed; containing all the texts that 
relate to it, moil advantageoufly arranged for the 
purpofc) together with fome very ufeful references 
to the cbriftian fathers. There are feveral parts di 
that work which 1 would take the liberty to 
recommend to your own particular attention. 

You charge me with arguing in a circle, fiyingi 
p. 12, ** It is the profeffed objcdl of his under- 
•* taking to exhibit a view of the gradual changes 
•' of opinions, in order to afcertain the faith rf 
*« the firft ages. And he would afcertain the faith 
*« of the firft ages in order to fettle the fenfe of 
•* the fcnptures in difputed points. He is therc- 
** fore not At liberty to aflume any fenfe of the 
" fcriptures, which, becaufe it is his own^ he 
" may be pleafed to call the clear fenfe, for a proof 
^^ that the originaf faith was fuch as would confirm 
« the fenfe he Wiflies to eftablilh." 

•* So long/* you fay^ •* as the fixth page of^the 
«^ ftrft volume of t)t. Prieftky's Hiftory (hall be 
< B z ' ejctahc 
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" extant, the rrtafters of the dialeftic art will be at 
no lofs for an example of the circulating fyllo- 
gifm/* But unlefs they be provided with one 
already, you muft look out for them elfewhere, as 
this you have now pitched upon will not anfwer 
their purpofe, if they be really mailers of the 
diale^ric art. 

Had I produced no other proof of the unitarianifm 
of the Jcripturesj befides that of the primitive 
churchy and alfo no other procrf" of the unitarianifm of 
the primitive churcK, befides that of the fcriptures, 
I ihpuld have argued in a circle. But you will 
find that I have been far from doing this. 

Is it not ufual with all writers who wiih to prove 
two things^ which mutually prove each other, to 
obferVe that they do prove each other ; and there- 
fore, that whatever evidence can be alledged for 
cither of them is fuUy in point with re{pe<5t to the 
other ? Now this is all that I have done with 
refped: to the unitarianifm of the fcriptures, and 
of the primitive church, which prove each other ; 
only that, in my Hifiory^ I do not profefs to enter 
into the feparate proof of the unitarian dpAnne from 
the fcriptures. 

This I there take for granted had been fulHciently 

done already by myfelf and others j and I therefore 

proceed to prove the unitarianifm of the primitive 

•church from independent evidence % only obferving 

. that the uniurian dodtrine having ,been caught by the 

: ;. apoftles 
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apoftles is likewife a proof of the fame thing. But 
this I could not fuppofe would have any weight with 
thofc who are trinitarians, though it was not im- 
proper to mention it with refpeft to others^ with 
whom it would have weight* 

/ 
I might have urged another kind of argument 

againft both the divinity and the pre-cxiftence of 
Chrift, viz. from the doftrine of the materiality of 
man, which I prefume has been fufficiently proved in 
my Di/quifit ions onMatter and Spirit. I maintain that 
there is no more reafon why a man ihould be fup* 
pofe4 to have an immaterial principle within him, 
than that 2i,dogj a plants or a magnet^ ihould havQ 
one ; becaufe, in all thefe cafes, there is juft 
the fame difficulty in imagining any connexion be- 
tween the vifible matter of which they confift, and 
the in vifible powers of which they are pofleflfed.. 
If, univerfal concomitance be the foundation of all 
put reafoning concerning caufes and efieds, the 
organized brain of a man mu(t be deemed to be 
the proper feat, and immediate caufe of his ienfatioa 
and thinking, as much as the inward ftrudure of a 
magnet, whatever that be, is the caufe of its power 
of attra(5):ing irgn. 

This is a very fliort and plain argument, perfedly 
confbnant to all our reafoning in philofophy •, and 
it is conclusive againft the do£trine of a foul, and 
confequently againft the whole fyftem of pre-exift- 
ence. If then Peter, James, and John, had no 
|)re-exiftent ftate, it muft be contrary to all analogy 

B3 . to 
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to fuppofe Jefus to have pre-exifted. His being a 
prophet, and having a power of working miracles> 
can make no juft exception in his favour \ for thea 
every preceding prophet muft have pre-exifted. 

I think I have alfo proved in my Vifquifitions^ that 
the dodrine of a foul^ as a fubftance diftinft from 
the body, and capable of being happy or miferable 
when the body is in the grave, was borrowed from 
pagan philofophy, is totally repugnant to the fyftem 
of revelation, ^nd unknown in the fcriptures \ which 
fpeak of no reward for the righteous, or puhifhment 
for the wicked, before the general refurredlion; and 
the coming of Chrift to judge the world. 

I might therefore have urged that, iince the doc* 
trine of Chrift*s pre-exiftence, is contrary to reafbn, 
and was never taught by Chrift or his apoftles, 
it could not have been the faith of their im^ 
mediate difciples, in the firft ages of chriftianity. 
This argument will have its weight with thofe who 
rejeft the doftrine of a foul, and makft them look 
with fufpicion upon any pretended propf of the 
doftrine of Chrift's pre-exiftence, and of its having 
been the faith of the apoftolical age, as well* as theii^ 
previous perfuafion that fuch is not the doftrine of 
the fcriptures. And fince all the three pofitions are 
capable of independent proof, the urging of them 
would not have been arguing in a circle^ but the 
adducing of proper collateral evidence. 

I am, &c. 

LETTER 
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L E T T E R I, 

Of the Argument from tie writings of the Jpoftles 

and the apofiolical Fathers^ 

Dear Sir, 

BEFORE I cqnfider what you have &id with 
refpe^ tp the apoftolicai fathers, I muft take 
foQie notice of what you have advanced with refpedt 
to the argument from fcripture \ though, in this 
Charge^ you do not profefledly go upon that 

ipround. 

You take it for granted that the hgo$^ mentioned 
in the introduction to the gofpel of John, muft be a 
perfon^ and not a mere attribute^ becaufe it 
is referred to by the pronoun »1«^- " This, 
perfon,*' you fay, •* (for that is the natural force 
of the Greek pronoun «]<>rt this perfon was 
•* in the beginning with God. All things were 
** made by him, &c.'' Whereas, this pronoun 
may refer to any thing that is of the fame gender 
in the Greek language, whether it be a perfon oc 
not \ and it requires but a moderate acquaintance 
with the New Teftamcnt to obfcive inftanccs of it 
even there; as in Matt. vii. 12. «ifl»^ •s-i^' foiin 
This is the laWj and Rev. xx. 14. ovro^ tnr ' 
/•wT«pof -^AFATof, This is the fecond death. 

The fame pronoun refers to the temple^ v€9^ 
John ii. 20; to iMready a^ros, John vi. 50; 

B 4 to 
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to ftones, ^i^oi. Matt, iv.3, Ajfts iv. 1 1 ; zfalutation^ 
AffTAO'fA.of, Luke f. ag, and not lefs than eight 
times to ^oycs, where it certainly means nothing 
more ihs^nfpeecb^ as Mat):, xxviii. 15, 8cc. To -fay 
tisfy ' yourfeif^ only look into any Concordance 
of the Greek teftament. 

The logos of John, therefore, may be a mere 
attribute of the Father, though it be the anter 
cedent to the pronoun »70f. For you will hardly 
fay that the law, or deaths or the temfle^ &c. &(:• 
is a real perfon, capable of intention and aftion. 
Befides, I do fuppofe that John ufes a figurative 
ferfonification, which would require the fame forms 
of fpeech as if he had intended to fpeak of a real 
perfon. 

You alfo find a reference to the pre-exiftent ftate 
of our Saviour in i John iv. 2, where it is faid 
ivery Spirit that confejfes that Jefus Chr\{l is fome 
in the flejh is of God\ by which you fay, p. 15^ 
.** the opinion that Chrift was truly a man is 
.*^ very aukvvardly and unnaturally expreffed. The 
*' turn of the expreflion,*' you add, " feems to lead 
*' to the notion of a being who had his choice qf 
•* different ways of coming/* 



On the other hand, I think the phrafe fufficiently 
fimilar to other Jewifti phrafes, of which we find 
variqus examples in the fcriptures, and that it 
toxf be explained by the phrafe fartaker ^ 

m 



D». H a R S L E Y, n 

fltfi) and bhodi Hebrews ii. 14. If the /vfc^i) 
coming muft ncceflarily mean coming fr^m heaven^ 
and imply a - pre-exiftent date, John the Baptift 
muft have pre-exifted : for our Saviour qfes thax, 
cxpreffion concerning him, as well as concerning 
Jiimfelf, Matt. xi. 18, 19. John came neither eating 
nor drinking^ and they fay he hath a demon. The 
'Son of Man came eating and drinking^ ^c. It 
may alfo be aflerted with more certainty ftill 
concerning all the apQftles that they pre-exifted ; 
ifx our Saviour, in his prayer for them, refpedtr 
ing their miflion, makes ufe of the term, worlds 
which is npt found in 1 John iv. 2, where 
he fays, John xvii. 18. As thou hafi fent mi 
into the worlds fp havf 1 alfo fent them into^thf 

Korl4^ 

» '. . . 

The phrafe, coming in theflefb^ in my opinion, 
refers very naturally to the doftrine of the Gnoftics, 
jNhi} ilippofed Chrift to be a fuper-angelic fpirit, 
which cjefcenjdpd from heaven, and entered into the 
body of Jefus. The phrafe he thatfhould come, or who 
vods to come (his coming having being foretold 
by the prophets) appears to have been familiar 
to the Jews, to denote the Meffiah : but with them 
it certainly did not imply any coming down from 
heaven, becaufe they had no fuch idea concerning 
jheir Meffiah. 

I fee no trace, therefore, in the epiftle of John 
pf any more than one herefy. He neither exprefsly 

fays. 
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£iys, or hints that there were Pwc ; and part of hia 
defcription of this one herefy evidently points to 
that of the Gnoftics, as is acknowledged by your-i 
felf ; and this herefy was as different as poflible 
from that of the Ebionites. The early writers who 
^eak of them mendon thorn as fwo oppofite, birejies^ 
cxifting in the fame early period ; fo that it is v6ry 
improbable a prioriy that ** the fame expreffion,** 
as you fay, p. 1 6, ♦* Ihould be equally levelled at i 
** theBfi both.'* Gnofticifm being certainly con- 
demned therefore by the apoftle, and not the 
rfodhine of the Ebionites, I conclude that in the 
ktter, which is allowed to have exifted in his 
time, he faw nothing worthy of cenfurc ; but that 
it was the doftrine which he himfelf had taught* 
]f this apoftle had thought as you do with refped 
to it, why did he not cenfure it unequi vocally > as 
you do, and with as much feverity ? 

Tcrtullian, indeed, maintained, that by thofe who 
denied that Cbrift was come in thefiejh^ John meant 
theCnoftic^, ahd that by thofe who denied Hdzijefus 
was the Jon of Gody he meant the Ebionites*. He 
. had no idea that the former expreffion only could 
include both. But as the Gnoftics maintained that 
Jifus and the Cbrift were different perfons, the latter 
having come from heaven, and being the ' fon of 
God, whereas Jefus was the fon of n^an only, th6 
expreffion of Jefus being the fon of God. is as direftly 

• Dc Praefcriptionc Haerciicoruni, feft* xjt^iii, p. 214. 
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oppofed to the diodrine of the Gnoftics as that of 
Qfrifi coming in tbefiejb. 

You lay, p* i?* *' It appears, therefore, that to 
<^ confefs that Jefus Chrift is come in the flelh, and 
<* to affirm that Jefus Chrift is truly a man, are pro* 
^* pofitions not perfedly equivalent. Dr. Prieftley 
^^ indeed has (hewn himfelf very fenfible of the dif- 
*^ ference. He would not have otherwife found it 
" neceffary for the improvement of his argument^' 
^* in reciting the third verfe of the 4th chapter of St. 
«* John's I ft epiftle, to change the expreffion which 
<' he found in the public tranOation, for another 
<^ which correfponds far lefs ezadbiy with the Greek 
<^ text. For the words that Jefus Chrift is come 
*• i» the flelh, Dn Prieftley fubftitutes thefe, Jefus 
** Chrift is come of the flefli." You add afterwards, 
** He might think it no unwarrantable liberty to 
** correct an expreflion, which, as not pcrfedly 
<^ correfponding with his own fyflem, he could not 
f* entirely approve. It would have been but fair to 
•* advertife his readers of fo capitkl an emendation. 
•* An emendation for which no fupport is to be 
^ found in the Greek text, nor even in the varieties 
^* of any MSS/* 

I am forry. Sir, that my printer, or my own 
miftake, (hould have given you all this trouble in 
confulting MSS. &c. I do afllire you I had no 
knowledge of having made a change in a (ingle word 
in copying that text, nor (hould I have wi(hed to 
luiver made any change at all in it ^ thinking that, 
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38 it now ilands, it is quite as rnuch^ for my purpofe 
as that which you fuppofe .1 have purpofely fubfti-* 
tuted in its place. Had you thought me capable of 
an attempt of this kind, you ftioald not have 
afcribed to me, as you have done, the greateft puriiy 
iff intension in all that I have written on this fubjedt: 

. ,1 no^v proceed to remark on what you have ob- 
ierved from Clemens Romanus, concerning the 
pre-exiftence of Chrift. 

. You think that, through my exceffive zeal for an 
•hypothefis, I make every thing to tavour it : but I 
hardly think that you can find any thing in my 
Attempt to fupport the Socinian dodrine, that dif^* 
covers more zeal than you manifeft.in fupport (^ 
|he .Athanafian one; and J think that exceflive 
2^al has miiled )'qu in as remarkable a manner 
as yop fuppofe mine to have miQcd me. I can no 
<)(terwife account for your aflferting, p. i6. That 
^^ the notion of Chrift having had his choice of 
.** different ways of coming into the world, is 
*^ explicitly expreffcd in a book little inferior in 
.** authority to the canonical writings, in the firft 
•' epiftle of Clemens Romanus, in a paffage of 
*' that epiftle which Dr. Prieftley, fomewhat un- 
>* fortunately for his caufe, has chofen for the bafis 
•* of an argument of that holy Father's heterodoxy, 
'« The fcepterof the majefty of Gqd, fays Clemens, 
" Our Lord Jcfus Chrilt, came not in tlie pomp of 
. '* pride and arrogance, although he bad, it in his 
/* power. Clemens it I'eems conceiyed ?hat the 
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** manner of coming was in the power and choice 
" of the perfon who was to come." 

Of this I have no doubt, but the queffiioa 
is from whence he was then to come. Clemens 
does not fay that it was from heaven to earth. That 
lis entirely your own interpretation, for which I fee no 
ground at all ; fince the phrafe is fo eafily explained 
by his entering upon his commifiion, as a public 
teacher ; when, being invcfted with the power of 
working miracles, he never made any oftentatious 
difplay of it, or indeed exerted it for his own 
benefit in any refpeft. 

Befides Clemens Romanus, vou refer to the 
epiftles of Ignatius, for a proof of the early know- 
ledge of the doftrine of Chrift's divinity. ** The 
•' holy Father,*' you fay, p. 1 9, " hardly ever 
•• mentions Chrift without introducing fome ex- 
plicit allertion of his divinity, or without joining* 
with the name of Chrift fome epitliet in which 
it is implied.** All this is very true, according' 
to our prefent copies of Ignatius*s epiftles.; But 
you muft know that the genuinenefs of them is 
not only very > much doubted, but generally given 
up by the learned ; and it was not perfectly 
ingenuous in you to conceal that circumftance. 
Firft prove thofe epiftles, as we now have them, 
CO be the genuine writings of Ignatius, and then 
make all the ufe of them that you can.\ 

I am, &c. 
■ LETTER 
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LETT VI» R II. 

Of the diftinllion between .^Jbe Ebionites and the 

Nazarfnes. 
Dear Sir> 

IT has been imagined by ibme, that there was 
a difference between the dodrinc of the Ebio- 
nites, and that of the Nazarenes concerning the 
perfon of Chrift ; the former disbelieving the 
miraculous conception, and the latter maintaining 
it ; whereas I have faid that I can find no fufficient 
authority for that difference ; that which has been 
thought to have been the peculiar opinion of the 
Nazarenes,. being exprefsly afcribed to one branch 
of the Ebionites, by Origen, Eufebius, Epiphanius, 
and perhaps other ancient writers* ^ 

And as to any Nazarenes who believed that 
Chrift was any thing more than man, I find no 
trace of them in hiftory \ fo that it js highly pro** 
bable that the Nazarenes of the fecond century 
were the fame people with thoie of the firft, or 
the primitive Jewifh Chriftians, and that they were 
called Ebionites by way of reproach. 

To the arguments from Origen and Eufebiu$ 
you fay nothing, but with refpcdt to that from 
Epiphanius your condud is very particular in* 
deed. On ijiy faying that " Epiphanius exprefsly 
^' fays that Ebion held the fame opinion with 
^\ the Nazarenes/* you fay, p. 77, *^ The o nly 

•^ inference 
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** mference to be lii! .'.from this aflertion is 

* 

** this, that Dr. Pi^ifdcy has never troubled 

^* himfelf to read more of Epiphanius's accoune 

£^ of the Ebionites than the firfl: eleven words of 

the firfl: fentence. ' Had he read the firft fen^ 

tence to the end^ he would have found that 

*- Ebion, although ^e arofe frpm the fchool of 

^^ the Nazarenes, and held (imilar opinions^ 

^^ preaclied alfo other do&rines, of which he was 

** the firft inventor* Among thcfe novelties, by 

^' the confent of all antiquity, though not with. 

*« Dr. Pricftley's leave^ we place the mere huma- 

" nity of Chrift, with or without the miraculous 
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conception 
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I (hall not return your ofFenfive language, 
but had you yourfelf read the fecond paragraph 
in this feflion, you would have found that your 
remark had no foundation whatever. For it 
there appears, that though, according to this 
writer, the Ebionites and Nazarencs did dilFer 
in fome other particulars, it was not with relpeft 
even to the miraculous conception, much lefs 
with refpeft to the dodtrine of the mere huma-^ 
nity of Chrift. 

He fays, in the middle of the firft fcftion, 
*^ that Ebion," whom, in the 24th feftion, 
he makes to be cotemporarv with the apoftlc 
John, " borrowed his abominable rites from 
" the Samaritans^ his opinion (>i'«M»0 from the 
» ^* Nazarcncs, 
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«* Nazarenes, his name fifom the Tews*, &c. ^ 
Aod he fays^ in the beginning of the fccond 
fe£tion, <* he was cotcmporary with the former, 
^* and had the fame origin with them; and 
^^ firft he afferted that Chrift was born of the 
commerce and feed of man, namely Jofeph, 
as we fignificd above," rcfering to the firft 
words of his firft fcftion, " when lye faid that 
*' in other refpcdls, he agreed with them all, and 
" differed from them only in this, viz. in his 
** adherence to the laws of the Jews with refpedt 
" to the fabbath, circumcifion, and other things 
** that were enjoined by the Jews and Samaritans. 
*^ He moreover adopted many more things thaa 
" the Jews, in imitation of the Samaritansf,*' 
the particulars of which he then proceeds to 
ipention. ^ 

. In the fame feftion he fpcaks of the Ebionites 
inhi^biting the fame country as the Nazarenes, 

. • S^/Aatff/7«>y fj.ep ya,^ KAi i^u 70 CJ^thvfoy, laJ^dLtav Tf r§ 

Mi Xp/riAP0F CovhJtlAi %^uy twk 'tr^o^nyofiAV* H«r« 30* 
Seft. u p. i25« . 

«r« aw AVJo/f Ofl^AJAt . TA T^JJa cTft €«' ^A^a] fiCvif ^ 

O'Tipf/.Al^ AvJ'pof, jttli^iv Ttflftjon^, Tov yfiToy yiyiVti^'S'ettr 
CAgj/SJ', Of a^ jfcTs n/xif 'zsrpo€/p»lfit/, on T«t i^tt tots at^oh if 

ATTACt ^^QVeoVf iV T»]a yLO¥& J^iApiftlo'f €K T« T» V6(JL«if 7^ 
IvJ^AtiTfXV ^fOC'AVi^fV, Xrtjrt ffoSAlt^yiWt 1^ X«t7* T»K «0-ep/-i 
7^l^1»V§ X) k4Ia Ttf tf^AA '7et(/7<i& Ofl'ft ^ep *ZfAfA TKf Ik/tf/tCf 

Pl^9iofroi^XaiAafiflAifJ'iA7rfArli}at, lb. Scft. ii. p. 125, 126. 

and 
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and adds thati *^ agreeing together, they corn- 
•* liiunicated of theif pervcrfncfs to each other*.'* 
Then, in the third fcftion, he obfertes tbAt 
;flftcrwardd fome of the Ebidnites entertained a 
different opinion concerning Chrift, dian thac 
he was the foil of Jofeph; fuppoQng that after 
Elxaeus joined them^ they learned of him " fome 
fancy concerning Chrift and the holy fpirit f.'* 

Concerning the Nazarenes, in the 7th feftion 
of his account of them, he fays that they were 
• Jews in all refpefts, except *^ that they believed 
*' in Chrift j but I do not know whether they 
** hold the miraculous conception, ornot§." This 
amounts to no more than a doubt^ which he af- 
terwards abandoned, by afferting that the Ebionites 
held the fame opinion concerning Chrift with the" 
Nazarenes, which opinion he exprefsly ftates to 
be their belief, that Jefus was a mere man, and 
the fon of Jofeph. 

I now appeal to yoiofelf whether this does «ot 
abundantly juftify my quoting the authority of 

i]ifa (jLiltJ^atjc^^. Haer. 30. Se£t« ii. p. 125^ 126. 

t ^Avlct^iAV TIVA Ififl Xfi^>( JtttyujAi^ K^t 'CSf* ^Vi^^A^^ 

Ayu, Ibid. Scft. iii. p. 157; 

J n^p/ Xp/rtf J^ «* QtS'A iinruv it K<tt (tvjoi Tin rceV 'arfo^- 
jvpn/uff^r n^tft f^fiv^ov j^ Mtifiv^ov ft^^n^ta tf^tpri^^ ^ihof 

▼ii. Vol. 1. p, tai. 
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Epiphanius, whatever that may be, in fupport 
of the Ebionitcs arid Nazarenes having held the 
fame opinion concerning Chrift, though they 
might differ in other things. Pleafe alfo to ob- 
fcrve that thefe N'azarenes were prior to Ebion, 
who was himfclf co-temporary with the apoftle 
John. 

You acknowledge^ p. 29, that, ** in Jerom's 
"time the Nazafencs were fo far declined from 
** the pure faith of the firft race of Chriftians, 
. ** and were become heretical to that degree, that 
** Jerom confidered them as a Jewi(h fed, rather 
** than a Chriftian;" How much earlier this ge- 
neral defcftion took place you do not fay. It 
appears, however, as you do not deny, that the 
, unbelieving Jews called all thofe of their race, 
who were chriftians, by the name of Ebionitcs, in 
the timeofOrigen. IndeedOrigen'sown words arc 
too cxprefs to admit any doubt of this. " Thofe,'* 
fays he, "of the Jews who believe that Jefus is 
*^ the Chrift, are calledEbionites*. And thefe Ebio- 
nitcs Origen fays were of two fort s^ one of them be- 
lieving the miraculous conception, and the other not ^ 
but all of them confidering Chrift as a mere man. 

You fay, indeed, p. 35, that " the word Ebio- 
'^ nite had, in the time of Origen, out-grown its 
"original meaning; for at laft the Nazarenes, 

• l^lmAm xP«fffl6Ti(tfa-i> 0/ ato hJ'Atav Toy Ino'ov «fi 
Xfiroi^ ^AfAJ^i^aiAivoh In Celfuib, Lib. ii. p. 56^ 
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" whqfe error was rather a fuperftitious feverity 
" in their pradice, than any deficiency in their. 
** faith, were included by Origen in the infamy of 
*' the appellation." But for this 1 muft require 
fome other evidence than your bare conjefture ; 
for then he ought to have made three forts of 
Ebionites^ and not two only^ which he exprefsly 
does. 

That the Ebionites comprized all the Jewifli 
Chriftians in the time of Origen, is evident front' 
the paffage which you yourfelf quote from him, 
p. 76. " When you confider what belief they, 
*^ o( the Jewifh race, who believe in Jefus, enter* 
" tain of their redeemer, fome thinkitig that he 
^' took his being from Mary and Jofeph, fome 
indeed from Mary only and the divine fpirit, 
but ftill without any belief of his divinity, you 
y^ will under ftand," &c. Now I do not at all fee 
how, allowing the objefl; of Origen, in the place 
in which this paffage is introduced, to be the fpi- 
ritualizing of a plain Jiory, you can be. authorized 
to explain this otherwife than it is literally ex^ 
preffcd^ Whatever the difcourfe be, this is an 
incidental mention of a real faft in the courfc of 
it; and fuch is often the cleareft of all evidences. 

» 

As to that reference to Origen which you fay, p. 
7 i5. you are not able to trace, it is exaftly as I have 
made it in my edition of his works in Latin ; and 
in' my opimon abundantly anfwers the purpofe for 
which it was adduced, as he there fpeaks of ajl 
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the Jews who believed in Jefus, as thinking hina 
to be either the fon of Jofeph and Mary, or of 
Mary and the holy fpirit, which certainly comprizes 
the opinion which had been thought to be peculiar 
to the Nazarenes -, fo that it is impoffible that Origen 
fliould have imagined that the Nazarenes held an 
opinion concerning Chrift that was not alfo held by 
fome of the Ebionites. Moreover, as he is here 
fpeaking of the Jewifli chriftians in general^ with- 
out making any exception, it is natural to infer, 
that he had never heard of any Jtwifh chriftians 
befides thofe whom he elfewhere calls Ebionites, 
of the two forts particularly fpccified by him ; fo 
that this paiTage is in efFeft the fame with that 
which you have quoted, and proves iHore than I 
there quoted it for. 

I have fince procured Huetius's edition of Ori- 
gen*s Commentaries on the fcriptures, and find that 
the paflage which you have quoted exaftly corref- 
ponds to that which I had made uHe of. But the 
original Greek is more exprcfsly to x£iy purpofc 
than the Latin. 

In a paflage not far diftant from this, Origen 
tonfiders the Ebionites in general as not believing 
the miraculous conception, while the gentile chrif- 
tians in general, though with fomfe exccptidns, 
believed that doftrine. " By the men," te fays^ 
♦' who blamed the blind man, who reprdents 
" the Ebionites (unbelievers in the miraculous con- 
" ception) we may underftahd the gentiles, who, 

" with 
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*• with few exceptions, think that Chrift was 
** born of the Virgin only ♦.** 
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•* That the Jewifti converts were remarkably 
prone to the Ebionacan herefy, from which the 
gentile churches in general were pure, is the 
moft,"you fay,p.77/* that can be concluded from 
this paflage, ftrengthened as it might be vnth 
another fomewhat to the fame purpofe, in thft 
•* commentaries upon St. John's gofpel; But 
•* what if it were proved that the whole feft of 
^' the Nazarenes vras abforbed in the Ebionaeaa 
•^ herefy in the days of Origen ? What evidence 
^' would that afford of the identity of the Nazarenes 
^' and the Ebionites in earlier times i And even 
that identity, if it were proved, what evidence 
would it afford, that the church of Jeru£dem 
*^ had been originally unitarian under her firil 
*• bifhops of the circumcifiom" 

I anfwer that if the Jewilh chriftians were 
univerfally Ebionites in the time of Origen, the 
probability is, that they were even generally fo in 
the time of the apoflles ; and that their herefy, as 
it is called, did exift in the time of the apoflles,' is 
abundantly evident. Whole bodies of men do aot 
very foon change their opinions. And if, as you 
allow, the Jewilh chriflians were diftinguifhed by 
the name of Nazarenes (whom I think I have 
proved to be the fame with the Ebionites, who all 
believed Chrift to be a mere man) from the time 
that they were fettled in the country beyond the 
? Comment, in Matt, vol. i. p. 4^8. 
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fca of Galilee, you carry the opinions of the Ebio- 
nites, as univcrfally held by the Jcwifti chriftians to 
the very age of the apoftles ; for they retired into 
that country on the approach of the Jewifli vrar^ 
about which time the apoftles went off the ftage. . 

Since all the Jewilh chriftians were cialled Na- 
zarcnes or Ebionites,, and all the writers that men- 
tion them fpeak of the dodrine of thofe fcfts 
in general, and not thofe of their own time in 
particular, as being that Chrift was a mere man -, the 
natural inference is, that thofe fefts, or the Jewifli 
chriftians, did in all times y after they became fo 
diftinguiftied (which is allowed to have been juft 
before, or prefently after the deftruftion of Jeru- 
falem) hold that doftrine. Aqd fuppofing this to 
have been the cafe, is it not almoft cert^n, that the 
apoftles themfelves muft have taught it ? Can it 
be fuppofed that the whole Jewilh church fhould 
have abandoned the doftrine of the divinity of 
Chrift, within fo few years after the death of the 
apoftles, if they had ever received it from them ? 
As far as I yet fee, Jewifh chriftians who were not 
Nazarenes, or Ebionites, or Nazarenes who held 
any other doftrine concerning Chrift than that he 
was a mere man, are unknown in hiftpry, and have 
BO exiftence but in imagination. 

That thofe who were called Nazarenes were as 
far from thinking Chrift to be God as the Ebio- 
nitesy is evident from the moft unexceptionable evi- 
dence. Among others, is the teftimony ofTbeo^ 
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dor:ejt ythoi^gh, not having the original,! am obliged 
to quote it at fecond haq^. This I Ihal} do from. 
Suicer^s Tbefaurus^ under the article Ebion. He 
fays, " the Nazarenes are Jews, who refpedt 
*' Ghrift as a righteous man*/* And Thcodoret. 
lived in Syria, where he had the bcft opportunity 
of being acquainted with the flate of the JeM^^x 
churches. 

It is rather extraordinary that fuch a point 
fhould now be made of finding fotne difference of 
importance between the Nazarenes and theEbio-i 
nites, when no critic, I believe, of any name in 
the laft age pretended to find any. The learn- 
ed Jeremiah Jones, after dilpofing in oppo- 
fite columns all that he could coUeft con- 
cerning them both, from the beft authorities, con- 
cludes with faying, " It is plain there was a 
very great agreement between thefe two an- 
tient fefts ; and though they went under dif^ 
«* ferent names* yet they fcem only to differ in 
^' this; that the Ebionites had made fome addition 
to the old Nazarene fyftem. For Origen tells us 
they were called Ebionites, who from among the 
**Jews owned Jefus to be the Chrift f." The run- 
ning title of this chapter is, The Nazarenes and 
Ebionites the fame. 

As to the general teftimqny of Eufebius, and 
other writers, themfelves believers in the divinity 

•tv-9-pftflroi' i'iKAm, 
t Jones on the Canon, vol i. p. 396, 
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of Chrift, that the churcA of Jerufalem towards 
the clofe of the apoftolki age (for it is not pre«^ 
tended that the apoftles taught cha^ dofb^me cleartyj^ 
and therefore not with effedl;^ at the opening of their 
Cdmmiffion) was orthodox in tl^eir fenfe of th^ 
word, it is nqt tb be regarded, unlefs they bring 
feme fufiicicnt proof of their aflertion* They 
were, no doubt, willing to have it thought fo ; 
aiSMi, without confidering it very particularly^ 
might prefume that it was fo : but the fafts whicl^ 
they themfelvcs record, and the account which 
they giye of the conduft of the apoftles in divulg- 
ing this doftrinc tb the Jews, make it highly im- 
probable that the cafe fhould have been> as in 
general terms they affert* 

.. They furnifh as particular evidence againft 
their own general teftimony, as we can expeft tq 
find at this diftance of time, fuppofing the faft to 
have been the revcrfe of what they afferti and 
the ftate of things in after times, and even in 
fheir own, was fuch as can never be acounted for, 
agreeably to the known principles of human na- 
ture, on the fuppofition that it was originally 
fuch as they reprefent it to be. The general 
prevalence of the unitarian doftrine among the 
common people in the Gentile world, and the 
univerfal prevalence of it among the Jews, from 
the time that they were diftinguiflifcd by the name 
of Ebionites, or Nazarcncs (which was immedi- 
ately after the age of the apoftles) is totally in<* 
ponfiftent with the idea of the divinity of Chrift 
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leaving been the MtCivtvbXy or the ge^em opix)iQi( 
\sf^ a^ tiine pf the apoftlca. 
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fjfat the frimifive UnitarUns t^irtf na$ ft^fid«rt4 

as HiretkU 

Pear Sir, 

AMONG the ^tr^vagant ajfmhns^ a* yoa 
call them, of D. Zwk:I(er> and which you 
fay were adopted by Epifeopius, you niemion, 
p. 7* that of ^^ the opinion of the mere humanity 
♦^ of Chrift having prevailed very generally in tlic 
^^ firft ages, and having never been deemed iiere- 
f< deal by the fadiers of the orthodox perliiafioii, 
^^ at leaft not in fuch a degree as to exclude them 
*• from the communion of the church/' But you 
lay that Epifcopiqs, '^ from his charitable temper, 
^ gave eafy credit to the unitarian writers, when 
^^ they, reprefented the difierences of opinion m the 
*< early churches as much greater than c^cr really 
^* obtained, and the tendernefs for fcftaries as 
^^ more than was ever pradtifed.* 

If 1 was^ difpofed to copy your ufaal hnguage to 
me upon d^ pccafion, I might hare fuH fcope ; 
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as what you now advance is the very reverie of the 
fadt ; and how you came to mifapprehend fo plain 
a cafe, concerning which I believe no writers of 
ccclefiaftical hiftory ever differed, I do not take 
upon me to fay, but leave others to judge. That 
there were as proper unitarians in the very age of 
the apoftles, as any who are fo termed at this day 
(myfelf by no means excepted) and diflfering as 
much from what is now called the orthodox faith, 
I will venture to fay was never queftioried ; and 
that thefe ancient unitarians were not then expelled 
fiom chriftian focieties, as heretics, is, I believe, as 
generally allowed. It was, as you fay, acknow- 
ledged by Epifcopius the Arian, and it is likewife 
allowed by Mofheim the trinitarian, who fays, 
vol. i. p. 191. ** However ready many may have 
** been to embrace this erroneous dodtrine, it does 
not appear that this fcdt formed to themfelycs.a 
feparate place of worlhip, or removed themfcives 
from the ordinary aiTemblics jof chriftians." But 
does it not alfo follow from the fame fad, that 
thefe unitarians were not expelled from chriftian 
focieties by others, as they certainly would have 
been^ if they had been confidered as heretics ? 

* 

At the fame tiine the Gnoftics were in a v^ery 
different predicament, and had been fo from the 
beginning, Mofhcim fays, vol i. p. 108. ^' From 
•* fevcral paffages of the facred writings,, it evi- 
•* dently appears, that even in the firft century, 
** the general meetings of chriftians wer,e deferred, 
<« and feparate affemblies formed, in feveral places, 
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« by perfons infcfted with tijhe Gnoftic herefy ; 
" though,? he adds, " this feft was not con- 
^' fpicuous for its numbersy or reputation, before 
** the time of Adrian.*' 

•^ Every heretic,'* fays Jerom, " is born in the 
*' church, but is caft out of the church, and fights 
" againft the church ♦/' Auftin fays, " As foon 
^^asany herefy .exifted, it feparated itfelf from the 
" Catholic churchf." Tertullian fays, ** If they 
*' be heretics, they cannot be chriftians :j;.*' 

That Tertullian did not confider unitarians as 
excluded from the name and the aflemblies of 
chriftians, is evident from what he fays concerning 
the apojil/s creeds the feveral articles of which, as 
it ftood in his time, he recites ; aflerting that it 
^as the only proper ftandard of faith, and that the 
church admitted of a variety of opinions in, other 
refpe£ts, 

* Omnis enim hsreticus nafcitur in ecckiiay fed de ecdefia 
pro;icitur9 et contendit et pugnat contra parentem. In Jerem, 
tz. vol. iv. p. 277. 

t Statim enim nnaquaeqne herxfis ut exiftebat, et a con- 
gregatione Catholicse comuianionis exibat, &c. De Baptifmo 
Contra Donatil^as* Lib. j. cap. 19. vol. vii. p. 446. 

X Si enim ha^retici funt, Chrilliani efTe non poflunt. De 
Praefcripiionc Hereticorum, feft. xxxvii. p. 215. 

Tertullian, in l^is treatife De Praefcriptione Haeretio9rum, 
snakes but flight mention of the herefy of the ESiomUs, and. 
when he gives it that appellation, he makes it to confift in 
the " obfervance and defence of circumciflon and the law ;** 
and yet he reprefents Hebion as comprized under the defcription 

of 
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Now h is evident that no article in that creed 
aUudes to the opinions of the unitarians^ but only 
to thof^ of the Gnqftics. This ^as. the ol4eft 
formulary of chriftian faith, and what was taught 
to all catechumens before baptifm ^ and additions 
were made to it from time to timet in order to 
exclude heretics. This creed any unitarian^ at leaft 
Dne who believed the miraculous conception^ might 
, fubfcribe in the t^me of Tertullian, and there&rc 
cpokl not then have been deemed a heretic. 

«* The rule of faith," he fays, " is only one, 
^ admitting of no change xx emendation, requiring 
^ us to believe in one God, almighty, the maker 
** of the worW ; and in his fon Jefiis Clvift, bom 
^ of the virgin Mary, crucified under Pontius 
« Pilate, raifed from the dead on the third day, 
«« received up into heaven, now fitting at the right 
^ hand of the Father, and who will come again 
^* to judge the living and the dead, even by the 
** refurredtion of the flefh. This law of faith 
*• retraining, other things, being matters of dif- 
^' cipline and conduft, admit of new correftions, 
«« the grace of God co-operating ♦/* 

olAntichrifi by St. John, p. 214. It k evident, however, from 

hU making the unitarians to be the greatir part of believers^ 
ihat, in his time, they were not confider^d ^ Jo far beniicai^ or 

tmti'Chrifiian^ as to be excluded from chriftian churches. 

* 

* Regula quidem £dei una omnino eft» folt, immobilis^ 
ft irreformabilisy credendi fcilicet in unicum ileaiii» omni* 
fotcQtem, xi^undi (o|idi(or^a);| et filima ejus Jefum Chrxftum, 

ii«tuat 
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The Ebionites, being Jews, had little communis 
I cation with the Gentiles, and' therefore, of courfe, 

held feparate affemblies ; but the Ak)gi, who held 
the fame dodrine among the Gentiles, had no 
\ feparate afiemblies, but worihlpped along with 

other chriftians. Indeed their having no g^nefd 
diftinA name before the time of Epiphanius, i$ 
of itfeif a proof that they had no fq>arste places of 
worfliip, as the Gnoftics and other heredcsbad. 
"" For had they been diftinguiftied from other dhrif- 

tians in their afiembHes, it is rmpcrffibk bat tiey 
muft have been diftinguiflied by a fptc^t nami^ 
They had, indeed, in particular pkraes, names ^eti 
^m occafionally, from particular perfiims, wh6 
diftinguifhed themfelves by the defence of theit 
do6trines, as Artemonites, Noetians, &c. but the 
gpneitd body of unitarians atnoi^ the 'Gentiles 
liad no name given them from ih i^sginmng tb 
diftinguifli them from other chriftians, tiJtl ^ 
I ^attempt made by Epiphanius to call them AJogK 

I in Gontroveriy they fometimes diftioguiflied tfaem^ 

' felves by the name of Momrcbifis^ as holcMng the 

monarchy, or fupremacy of the father, in cppo^ 
fition to thofe who maintained the divinity of the 
foh ; but this was only an occafionol, and not an 
original or permanent appellation. 



natxim ex Virgine Maria, crucMxum fub Ptmtio l^ilato, teitia 
die refurcitatum a mortuis^ receptum in caslis, fedentem Qunc 
ad dextram patris, veriturum judicare vivos et mortaos, per 
carnis etiam refurreftionem. Hac lege fidei manente, caetora 
jam difciplinae et converfationis, adiftittiifrt novitateiii cn*- 
re^yotiis, operante XciHcet et prc^ficienteufqiie ad fiaem gratia 
4ei« De Virginibus velandis, k€t, i. p. 173. 

All 
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All therefore that Chryfoftom could alledge in 
proof of himielf and his friends being of the 
orthodox faith, and no heretics, might have been 
alledged by the body of unitarians before the 
time of Theodotus. Teaching unbelievers how 
to diftinguiih between orthodox chriftians and 
feftaries, he fays, ^* They have fonie perfons by 
*' whom they are called. According to the name 
*'of the Herefiarch, fo is thefeftj but no man 
*' has given us a name, but the faith itfelf 
Again he fays, " Were we ever feparated from 
** the church ? Have we Herefiarchs ? Have we 
*^ any name from men, as Marcion gave his name 
" to fome, Manichaeus to others, and Arius to a 
•'third part?" &c.* 

< 

All this agrees remarkably well with the fup^ 
pofition, that thefe unitarians were originally no- 
thing lefs than the whole body of Chriftians, and 
that the trinitarians were the innovators ; appearing 
at firft modeft and candid, as was niatural while they 
were a fmall minority, but bold and imperioui^ 
when they became the majority. 

J^n^OVOTl TO OVOfAtt, i^tKA^m AlflOli OlJLOtaf , *aA^ fi^JitV otafv^ 

fitv isJ^its tJ^a>K^v i/l(MP ovofAd, H J^i *ai^ii avthi. Chryfoft. in 
AiSisL Apoft. Cap. xv. Horn. 33.. Vol. viii. p. 61 j. 

Mw yAp AVi^iaiii^A TVif ^HKhifflas ; /<» yAf At^ifftap^Af 
€;^a/X€K ; //» yA^ a^* A9df»7re>v xaA.»/xs^«; /xii yAf ^pofiya^ 

T« A Apeiof, T« J^% «A^o; Tjf A$f§^i» Af)(ny&>^ Ibid. p. 66i. 

It 
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It has been fufEcicntly obfcrved with what re- 
fpcft Juftin Martyr treats the ancient unitarians, 
evidently Ihewing that in his time his own doc* 
trine ftood in need of an apology. There arc two 
paffages in this writer, in which he fpcaks of 
heretics^ with great indignation, as " not chrif- 
'^ tians, but as perfons whofe tenets were abfurd, 
" impious, and blafphemous, with whom chrif- 
" tians held no communion;" but in both the 
paffages he evidently had a view to the Gnoftus 
.onfyy denominated from the name of their teach* 
ers. He partlculaj;ly mentions the " Marcionires, 
'^ the Valentinians, the Bafilideans, and the 
" Saturnianians." He fays " they blafphem- 
*' ed the maker of the world, and the God 
" of Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob," that " they 
^^ denied the refurredtion, and maintained that 
" after, death the foul went ioimediately to 
*' heaven V *^ Do not," fays he, " fuppofc 

" thefe 

* EtffiV yfr a^ §y$P9PT0, « pKot Avi^fU, 'OO^.o'ty 0/ A^itt J^ , 

*fffiojiK^ov7U ' 3y itvtv 1/9' Mfc«»if A^o Tif< ^foa^iivufjiidt^ Tar 

KAr* A'r^QV r^oTov Ckat(^pi^uv 70K *zrotmt\v Tap QhaVy x) Toy v^* 
avth irfo^nTiVQiAiyoy iKiuffiff^AiX^tfoy, i^ tok ^iov ACpaAUy x^ 
^CAAKp ^ lAicaC, J'tJ'AffK^fftv ' av rei^iVi KoivrndfJiiV, 01 yva^i' 

^fiVTU cl'd'^Vf i^ AfftCuff i^ elJ^lKti )^ elVOurs< AVrVf V'VAfy^aVTAS 

3^ AVTi 7y Toy IncrvK onCfi/y, cyoiAATi (jLQVov ofJLo?^fiyuy * jy 
X^iTiAVHf etft/Tvf MyufftVt w Tf 070^9 01 iy Tom^vifft to oyo^Att 
TV -^ku ^Tty^a^nffi Totf yjkifowoinToiu ^ avq^lq^ ;^ a^iqh 

7i\%TAii flOI,y0)fliCiv) )^ %iff4y AVTify 01 ftfir nvtf KAf<VfJLU'Ol 

MApKiay^t a ^^ OyAhiniysAVoi, 01 /i BarM/Ztayoi, 0/ /« 
S«ro^ftAiccyoi» jj^ rtMci aAXa' oroftdTi, ckTo t» A^yjny'iTi 
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«* thefe'to bechriftians/* Had he confidcred th4 
nniiarianSf with whom he appears to have been well 
acquainted, as heretics, would he not have men^ 
tioned or alluded to their tenets alfo in thoiei 
paffages, in which he fpeaks, and pretty largely of 
the Chriftian heretics in general ? It is impoffible^ 
I fliould think, to read thofe paflages, as they 
ftand in the original, introduced as a fulfilment 
of our Saviour's prophecy^ that there fliould be 
falfe Chrifts, and falfe prophets, who fliould de* 
ceive many, and not be fatisfied that (like tht 
apoflle John) Jufl:in Martyr had no idea of 
there being any heretics in the chriftian churchy in 
his time, befides the Gnoftics ** 

How little is it that Irenseus fays of the Ebio* 
iiites, and with how little fererityi in his large 
tfeatife concerning Jierefy. It is not one four 
hundreth part of the whole, while all the reft is 

^fif yvoiifti iKdTof oro/xit^o/^if'o^, kd Dialog. Edit* Thirlby, 
f* so8. 

KcLTA *iravrtt CKA^pnifjLgty )^ ctd^^et, iy AVon^A tf\lJ^A9'Kfi9 

e^nAftJO-cc ffoL El ytti^ ^ ^vyi€AhiT% vfJLUf ti^i K^y9fi'ifoi^ 

'Xf^TiAveli9 7^ thTo iJLn oiAoKoyM^'iVf Ahhm ^ ChAff^fliJLiif 
roKfJ^iffffif Toy d^w ACfAufjL^ 3^ rop QiovlcrAAJt, i^ top ^tdr 
IeK«^9 Of ^ ^eyvo^r y.n itVAi vtKpav AVA^AxriVt akka Afx.A 

T«» A'M-Q^VYiifJtllV TAi 4*0^^^ Ctl/T^V AVAhAp^AinfT^Al fl< TOf 

m^oVi ft>ti v^o^ACniTi Avtv^ Xf^UAv^f. Ibid, p 311* 

, * See Dialogue^ Edit, Thirlby^ p. 208, pars fecunda, p. 3n» 

cm- 
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binplo3redon th£ diffcreni: branches of Gnofticiftns^ 
The. harfhcft epithet that he appHes to them 
16 that of ^;^0i, which tOfifidering the manner of 
the ancients^ is certainlj very moderate. Fans 
autim it Ebiofkei ** He fays, indeed f, that *^ God 
•* ^iil judge them," and " how can they be faved 
" if it be hot God .that worked out their falvation 
^^ Upon earth/' But this is no fentenoe of damna« 
tion pafled upon them in particular, for holding their 
do^rioc.but an argument ufcd by him to refute 
them ; atid is the fame as if he had faid. Mankind 
in general could not be faved, if Chrill had not 
been God as well ashman. 

There is no uiftance, I believd, of any perfon 
having been excommunicated for being an uni-^ 
tarian before Thcodotus,. by Vidor bifhbp of 
Rome, the fame that excommunicated all the 
eaft^rrh churches, becaufe they would not cele- 
brate Elafler on the day thathe prefcribcdi Whereas 
had the univerfal church been trinirarian. from 
the beginning, Would not the. firft' unitarians, the 
firft broachers of a ^d;rine fo exceedingly ofFen- 
five to them, as, in all ages, it has ever been, 
have experienced their utmoft indignation, and 
have been expelled fronfi all chrlftian focietiea 
with horror. 

What makes it more particularly evident, that 
the d6£trine of the fimple humanity of Chfift was 
not thought defcrving of excommunication in 
early tinies, is, that though the Ebionites were 
snatbematized, as Jerom fays; or excommuni- 

• Lib. J. Cap, i, p. 394/ t Lib. 4< Cap. lix. p. 358. 

D * cated. 



It L £ t t E tt S t 

catcdy ic was not on account of thePr denying thif 
dodlrinc of the divinity of Ghrift, but diily t>n 
account of their rigid obfervance of the MbJQuic 
kw^. Had yoo. Sir* been appointed to draw tp 
i form of excommunication for Socinus^ would 
you have confined your charge o(' hercfy to his re-* 
fuHng to baptize infants^ or his maintaining this 
unlawfulnefs of bearing arms? The prtndpal 
article would certainly have been his believing^ with 
the Ebionites^ that Ghrift was nothing more than 

d man. 

« 

Such a do6trine as that of the fimple humanity 
of Chrift, in a church univerfally trinitarian^ 
riiuft neceffarily have given greater alarm, and have 
roufed the orthodox to exert more vigorous iiica- 
fiiresthan the fame dodtrine could do, in the time 
of Calvin, when it was far from being novel ; and 
yet he, though expofcd to perfecution himfelfi 
thought it to be a crime fot which burning alive 
was no more than an adequate puhifhrnent; and 
almoft all the Chriftian world juftified hii ufirtg 
that rigour, with refpcft to StrVetus. NoW, fince 
the minds of men are in all ages jfimHarly a^e£bed 
in fimilar crrcumftances, we majf conclude^ that 
the unitarian dodrine« which was treated With fo 
much refpedi when it was firfl: mentionedj wis in 

i f . • 
* Sifaac vtniift eft^ in Chtrenl! et NEebiomi.k^rcfim 
dilabimor, qai> credences in Chriflo^ propter hoc ./oImm^ 
a patribas anathematizati funt, quod legit caeremonias 
Chrifti evangeiio mifcueruatt ct fie nora confeffi' faiit bt 
ve tera non amittereiit. 

HiERONYMVs AvoviTiMO, Ep. $9* VcL I* Pu^4' 

a very 
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a Vl?ry different predicament then, from what it 
tfeas at the time of the reformation. The dif- 
ference of majority and minority ^ and nothing clfe, 
can account for this difference of treatmeiit. 

. You will fay, if the great majority of Chriftiani 
in early timesj were unitarians, why did not they , 
fcxcommunicate the innolrating trinitarians. I ah* 
fwcri that the doftrine of the trinity was not. In 
its origini fuch as could git^e much alarm, as I 
have ciplftincd In m^R^ly to tbt MoniblyKeviewersi 
p. ri; and before it became very formidable; 
chcre was^ a great majority of the learned and 
phiiolhphi^ing clergy pn its fide. Howevel-^ that 
it did give tery great alarms as it began totitlfold 
itfelf, I have brou^t wdcoiabk evJdcncfc ; 

What words^ in any language, c4n expf efs more 
alarm, or diflikci than CKpayefare^ znd fcan^alizare^ 
by which TertuUian defcribes their feelings on this 
fu bje£b;and Origin has fdme equally flroiiginGfeek, 
as r«tpar(f€ir» &c. Had the unitariarrs in thoiib times 
been writers^ we fhould probably have heard more 
of their complaints. At prefent, we know nothing 
of them befides what we are able to coUeft con- 
cerning them from their adverfaries^ who thought 
it neceiTary to make frequent apologies to them. 

On the other hand, there i^ jndifputable evidence, 
that the unitarian doftrine, and even in its moft ob- 
noxious form, exifted in the very time of the apol- ' 
tlc^. The JewiJh chriftians in general, not only 
thoiight that Chrift was a mere man^ but even that 

Da he 
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he was the fon of Jofeph ; and the gradation that 
you fpeak of^ from the do£brine of the £bionites» 
in the time of St. John to that of Theodotus^ in 
the time of Vidbor, has noexiftence but in your own 
fmgle imagination. And yet thefe unitarians were 
refpefted, and not expelled from chriftian focieties, 
by the' orthodox of that age. Explain this faft, in 
conQftence with dieir not being the majority of 
chriftianS) if you can. 

At this day^ as the unitarian dpdbine happily 
gains ground, among chriftians, the horror with 
which it has been confidered is manifeftly very much 
abated. Your treatment of me, and of all who 
hold the fame opinion, is rather extraordinary, confi* 
dering the times in which we live ; but it is mild^ 
and moderate, compared with the ufual treatment of 
the fame doftrine, even in this tolerant country an^ 
hundred, or even fifty years ago. 

At the time of the revolution, it was made blaf* 
fhemy by aft of parliament, openly to avow what 
I now openly defend, and was puniftiable with con- 
fifcation of goods and imprifonment for life, if 
perfifted in ; and the law ftill remains unrepealed. 
But it is feen to be fo arbitrary and unjuft (as di* 
refted againft thofe who confcientioufly believe in 
one God only, without acknowledging three per- 
fons to be that one God) that no one dlares to 
put it in executions and the date, I am confident^ 
only waits for that application, which I truft will 
be made, to relieve them, and to wipe off fuch a 

a difgracc from our ftatutes. 
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0/ the inference that may he drawn from the faff age 
of AtbanafiuSy concerning the opinion of the early 
Jewifh Cbriftians relating to Cbrift. 

Dear Sir^ 

AS one argument that the primitive church bf 
Jerufalem was properly unitarian, maintain- 
ing the fimple humanity of Chrift, I obferved, that 
Athanafius Wmfelf was lb far from denying it, 
that he endeavoured to account for it, by laying 
that all the Jews were fo firmly perfuaded that 
their Melliah was to be nothing more than a man 
like themfelves, that the apoftles were obliged 
to ufe gre^t caution in divulging the dodbrinc 
^* of the proper divinity of Chrift.*' 

This I maintain to be a fhort, but true ftate o£ 
the cafe. Athanafius both exprefsly allowed that 
the Jewifh chriftians were at firfl: of the opinion 
that Chrift was no more than a man, and he 
accounts for the apoftles conniving at it, without 
faying how long that prudent connivance continued. 
In my Appendix you will find a fomewhat fuller 
flate of the argument. I ihall now diftindly 
confider all that you have advanced to invalidate 
the inference that I have made from this remarkable 
pafiage* I fliall afterwards ihew that it "ms not 

D 3 Athanafius 
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Athanafius only, but Chtyfoftom alfo ; and as he 
fays, the anti^iSj and the inoft diftinguified fathers 
of the churchy who gave the fame reprefentation 
of the f^ate of things in (he apofloligal age. 

Ycu fay, p. 22. that Athanafius is here fpeakr 
ing of the ynbelieving Jews. The expreffion is 
oi'ioTg i«(^«^di, the Jews of that ^^^j which 
include^ bpth the believing apd unbelieving Jews. 
Had he been fpeaking of the Jews of his own 
time, it would, I own, have been probable that he 
meant the unbelieving Jews ; but fpeaking, as he 
doesji of the Jews at the very firft promulgation of 
chriftianity among them, it is moft natural to 
fuppofe that h^ meant all the Jews. Paul, long 
after his converlion to chriftianity, called himfelf a 
Jew. However, it will be fufficiently evident from 
the whole tenor of the pailage, that he muft have 
meant the believing Jews principally, and in fomc 
refpeds the believing Jews only, €3?clufive of the 
unbelieving ones. And in this conftrudtion of the 
pai&ge I am by no means fingular, \^^ have the 
fandtipn of trinitariajqis themfelves. 

But admitting that the Jews here niie^^t were 
-unbelieving Jews, they were fuch as the apoftles 
wifhed to convert to chriftianity, and many of then^ 
ibon bccanae chriflians. How the apoftles con- 
duded themfelves with refpcft to theft men, firfl: 
unbelieyiflg, and then believing Jews, Athanafius 
thus, informs ^. Our r^ers vaixf] judge of 
the fideUty of the traflflation by coiifulting the. 

priginal 
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original in the margin i wfi as I only abridge 
the paflage befqre, 1 ^all now give a larger portion 
of it a^ fiill length, for the whole is much fop 
largp to tranfcribe*. '^ Will they affirm that the 
^Vappftlp^ held the dodlrine of Ariufi, becaufe 
•^ they iay that Chrifl: was a ipan of Nazareth, 
^* aQ4 fMffered on fhp crof?? Or becaufe they ufed 
^* th^ words v?ere th^ apoftlcs of opinion that 
♦* Chriil: was . only a man, and podiing clfe ? By 
** no means: thia ia not to be ifnagin^d. ]?ut 
^< this they did as wif^ tnqfier iuildm^ andfte%vards 
** of the mxftmes af God^ and they had thia 
^^ 4^cious pretenoe for it. For the Jews qf that 

'^sf^nTfjv Tofg Xp/roy «T«>^e^»^iF, fKHvm rcivvy roiAvj^ 
OAvjet^oiAivuf, etf tTiiJ^n rots pif/tAa"/ TJfTo/; f;)^p«a"fle|r79, (Jiony 
av^ftoTOv 9iy\u^dv yo\f Xp/roy of A'^oroAoi, Ktu ^sKiov zJiiv ; 
ff-m yivollo * vj( ^Tif cvS'i Hi tow ^ore tvto k^uv * oKhtt 

^t'TfoifiKACf • KA4 Tvy ailnt9 ^^ouo'^F ivKoyov tT^iJ^n yaf of, 
roTi lisJ^Atoi *ffheitvn^iitji^t ^^1 'iifKApna'Avl^s ^y>,iiVAf, ipofjis^ov 
%ov Xpirojf, 'I'ihov Av^ftitTreVf (jlovov ^a tfTgpuotJo^ AaCi(f^ 
^fX^^^h ^^^ ttfAotcr^Td 7^v %k Tol ^fltf i/ tthhwt ytvoy.ivuir 
Ttuvm' ovTi J^i dioy avIo/, ovJt^ on heyoc ^Af^ tyivilo 

fTiTlV'^ . TOVTOtf ^HKA, flfiT^ ^O^hfl^ 7Mf ffVpi^SOf^ ci 
fAAKAf>io$ elTdrO^O/ 7AAV^fCifV$PArtS fftm^Oi i.}gflyOVplo 'Vfi^^ 

roU I»/«tio/;, iVA oK&s "oii^Aylif Aulovf, iK rap ^Aipofjitpav' 
KAi ylvoiAtvaP ^iii(JLuiep^ iKtiKv^ttpAl ^rop Xpiroi^i ^ot^royi. xxt$ 
'iii ra *9if$ rns ^iolmros <tt/]» tri^ip avJovs ApAyAytiviVp 

J^HK9Vl^ig m 7A ytPOfdJ^A h^A HK ftriK AP^f»^y\iJiU><KA .^itf ^ 

fif'^M/ IJiTpo^ p htyup ,ApJ\fA 'w^^ffl^y . rpp Xpiror, iv^i^^ 

fymrli» «l«f ^f}i^^^ T"f ^^^ *^^^ ' ^^r ^^ ^^ Seateatiii 
Pionyfii, Opera, vol. i. p. 553, 554, 

P 4 !! a^c, 
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•* age, being deceived themfelves, and having 
•* deceived the Gentiles, thought that Chrift was a 
*' mere man, only that he came of the feed of 
" David, refcmbling other defcendants of David, 
" and did not believe either that he was Godi or 
♦^ that the word was made flefh. On this account 
** the bleffed apoftles, with gredi prudence^ in the 
*^ firft place, taught what related to the hurhslhity 
•* of our Saviour to the Jews ; that having fulljr 
^f perfuaded them, from his miraculous works, 
^^ that Chrifl was come, they might afterward^ 
*^ bring them to the belief of his divinity, fhewing 
** that his works were not thofe of a man, but of 
*' God. For example, Peter havmg fai^ that 
^* Chrift was a man who had fuffered, immediately 
** added, be is the prince of life. In the gofpel he 
^^ confeffes. Thou art the Chrift, the Ion oJF the 
*' living God ; and in his epift^e he calls him the 
♦* iijhop of Soub:' ' 

Here, I think, are fufEcient marks of great cau- 
fion^ and of the apoftles leading their converts to th? 
knowledge of the divinity of Chrift, by very diftant 
and uncertain inferences indeed, fuch as Jews, io 
previoufly perfuaded as he reprefents them to have 
been, of the fimple humanity of their IVfeffiah, 
would npt very readily underftan4. 

Now if this caution was requifite in the firft in-5 
ftance, and with refpeft to the firft converts that the 
apoftles made, it was equally requifite with refpeflt 
to the reft, at leaft for the f^ke of others who were 
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not yet converted ; unle(s the firft fliould have been 
enjoined fecrecy oa that head. For whenever it had 
been known that the apoftles were preaching n6t fuch 
a Mefliah as they expeded, viz. a man like tbem^ 
fehes^ but the eternal God, the difference was fo 
great, that a general alarm mud have been ipread, 
and the eonverfion of the reft of the Jews (to a 
doflrine which muft have appeared fo highly im- 
probable to them) muft have been impeded. We 
may therefore prefume, that the apoftleS muft have 
connived at this ftate of ignorance, concerning the 
divinity of Chrift, in their Jewifli tonvcxts, till 
there was little hope of making any farther converts 
among the Jews, and till the gofpel b^n to be 
preached to the Gentiles. 

Indeed, this nKift have been the cafe, according 
to Athanallus's own account. For he fays, that 
thefe Jews, being in an error themlelves, led the 
Gentiles into the fame error. For your notion, that 
by Gentiksy our author here meant profelyUs of the 
gatey is altogether arbitrary and improbable. Nay, 
the very exiftence of thefe profelytes of tfee gate, 
you muft kpow has been queftioned, and I think 
fully difproved by Dr. Lardner and others. Be- 
fides, it is not to be fuppofed, that the doflrine of 
a Melliah could have been very interefting to any, 
befides native Jews, or at the moft, tl;iofe that 
were complete profelytes s whereas to the Gentil^ 
chriftians it was a matter of the greateft moment* 
By thefe Gentiles, therefore, I conclude that Athana- 
iius muft have meant tbriftian Gentiki^ and confer 

qucAtly 
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quently that \3y t)ie Jews» who led theip intq tbtt 
miftake, he meant the believing, and not the un^ 
Wicviog Jews. The learned Beaufobre^ ^ trioita^^ 
rian, and therefore an unexceptionable judgp it^ 
this cafe^ quoting this very paflag^, does not hefi« 
tate to pronounce that they were believing Jews,! 
who were intended by the writer. ^^ Ces Jqife,-: 
he fays, ^* ne font pas les Juifs incredules, mai^ 
ceux qui fajfoipnt profelfion du chriftiwiifmc *•" 

What I have refpeiSt to in this pa0age, is the ob^ 
vious general t^nor and fpirit of it» and not p$rti? 
cular words or phrafes; or, I might obferve, that 
the veris in that part of the palfage, which men- 
tions Ckriji being com^ of the jied qf David^ and 
ibtufordhing madeflejky are not in t\it future tenfe^ 
fxA therefore do not naturally refer to the Mefliah 
in general, who was fo com^j biit to a perfon who 
was aStnally com^ that is, to Jefus Cbrift in parti- 
irular. The Latin tranflator oif Athanafius, a Cathot* 
lie, and certainly no unitarian, had fo little fufpi- 
cion of any other meaning, that he renders tw x^Wov 
in thi^ place by Jefitm » ^ that I am far from being 
iingular, or particularly biafled by my own opi- 
nions, in my conftrudtion qf this paif^Si^' 

Suppofing, however,* not only the profelytes of 
the gate, but the whole body of the Geqtiles (lit* 
tie as they were concerned in the queftion) to have 
been previoufly tau^t by the Jews that thieir Me* 

* HiJtoire d^ Mainqlieifflie^ vpL ii. p. 517* 
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jSdbj whenever Ije Ihould come, would be nothing* 
more than a m^n \ if this was ^n opinion that they 
were as fully perfuaded of as Athanafius reprefent$ 
the Jews, their teachers, to haye been, the .ftmc ' 
caution muft have, been as neceipiry with refpedb tQ- 
them, as with refped to the Jpws themfelves, and 
for the lame reafon. 

Athanafius mi^fi:, therefor^, l^ underf^oQd to fay, 
that the Jewiftx converts, while (through the caution 
of the appftlcs) they were ignorant of the divinity 
of Chrift, preached the gofpel in that fiat e to the 
Gentiles. And as he fpeaks of Gentiles in general^ 
and without any refpeft to time^ and alfo of their 
being afhially brought over to that belief, it is im« 
pofltble not to underftand him of this caution being 
continued till the gofpel had beep fully preached to 
the Gentilea as well as the Jews. Befides, one of 
the inftances that Athanafius here gives of the preach- 
itig of the fimple humanity of Chrift, is taken fron^ 
^he difcourfe of the apoftle Paul at Athens, which 
was about the year 53, after Chrift; • and indeed at 
chi$ time the gOfpel had not been preached tp any 
great extent among the Gentiles. For it was on 
-this veyy journey that this apoftle firft preached the 
gofpel in Macedonia and Greece. 

« 

If, according ;q Athanafiqs, the apoftolical rcr 
ferve with refpeft to the dp^rine of the divinity of 
Chrift contini^ed till this^ time (and he (ays nothing 
concerning the termination of it)we may prefumethat 
this great dpfirlne, fuppc^g it to have been known 

to 
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to the apoftles, had not been publicly taught by them, 
till very near the time of their difperfion and death 5 
and then I think it muft have come too late even 
from them. For it appears from the book of Afts, 
that their mere authority was not fufficient to over- 
bear the prejudices of their countrymen* At leaft, 
fuch an extraordinary communication of a do&rine 
of which they had no conception, muft have occa- 
fioned fuch an alarm, and confternation, as we muft 
have found fome traces of in the hiftory of the Afts 
of the apoftles. It could not have been received 
without hefitation and debate. 

If we can fuppofe that the apoftles fbme time 
before their death, did communicate this great and 
tinexpedied doftrine, the effedis of fuch commu- 
nication muft have been very tranfient. For pre- 
fently after the death of the apoftles, we find all the 
Jewifli Chriftians diftinguifhed by the name of Na^ 
zarenesj or EkioniteSj and no trace of the doftrine 
of the divinity of Chrift among them. If you can 
produce any. evidence to the contrary, I hope you 
will do it. It certainly behoves you to do it if yoa 
can ; for without this, you will hardly make it ap- 
pear probable that the apoftles ever communicated 
fuch a doArine at all. 

You fay, p. 25, " With what readinefs the 
<* apoftles led their catechumens on from the fim- 
«« pleft principles to the higheft myfteries j of this, 
" confummate ability of the apoftles, in the capa- 
}^ city of teachers^ Athaaanu3 fpeaks with due 

" com^ 
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*« commendation. Their caution he never men- 
*• uons. On the contrary, the rapid progrefs of 
** their inftrudion, how they paffed at once from 
•* the detail of our Lord's life on earth, to the 
** myftcry of his Godhtad, is one principal branch 
•* of his encomium. I wifli that Dr. Pricftley had 
*^ produced thepaflage, in which he thinks the apof'- 
" ties are taxed with caution.** 

I now have produced the paflage, and haVe 
pointed out a word, viz. <rw'iifi^, which, in the con- 
nexion in which it ftands, can bear no other fcnfe 
than cautiotiy and great caution (^fcx* ^oa x»k ff-vnri&f) 
and I have likewifc fhewn from the whole tenor 
of the difcourfe^ that Athanafius could have in- 
tended nothing clfe than to defcribc their prud(*nce^ 
or extreme caution, and to account for it. He evi- 
dently does- not reprefent them as deferring the com* 
munication of the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift, 
on account of its being more conveniently taught af- 
terwards, as part of a fyftem of faith; but only left 
it Ihould have given offence to the Jews. If this 
Jkill or prudence^ in thefe circumftances, be not the 
fame thing with caution^ I do not know what is 
meant by caution. 

On the other hand, I find no trace o( rapidity in this 
account of the apoftles condudt. All that approaches 
to it is that, immediately after any mention of the 
humanity of Chrift (which he fpeaks of as neceflary 
on account of the Jewifli prejudices) he fays 
the apoftles fubjoin fome exprefllon which might 

have 
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have led their hearers to the knowledge df hii 
divinity 5 but the inftances he produces are fuch as 
plainly confute any prctenfions to their being a 
diftinSi and full declaration of that dpftrinc. 

The firft inftancc he gives us^ is from the fpecch of 
Peter to the Jews on the day of Penticoft, in 
which he fays, Afts ii. 22. " Temen of Ifraeli 
bear thefe words. Jefus of Nazaretby a man ap" 
proved of God among you^ by miracles and wonders 
and ftgnsy which God did hf bim^ in the midft of 
you^ as ye yourfelves alfo know** In this Athanafius 
acknowledges that Peter preached the proper hu- 
manity of Chrift, but fays that immediately after- 
wards (referring to his difcourfe on the cure of the 
lame man in the temple) he called him the princd 
oflife^ Afts iii. 15- And killed the prince of life^ 
whom God. hath raifedfrom the deadp 

Had the apoftle meant that his audience ftiouid 
have undcrftood him as referring to the divinity of 
Chrift by that expteflion, his prudence muft have 
lafted but a very ftiort time indeed ; probably not- 
many days. If therefor*, his intention was, as 
Athanafius reprefents it, to preach the doftrine of 
the humanity of Chrift in the firft place^ and not to 
divulge the doftrine of his divinity till they were 
Jlrmly perfuaded of his Mefjtahfhip^ he could not 
mean to allude to his divinity in this Ipeech, which 
was addrcffcd not to the believing, bUt to the 
unbelieving Jews. At leaft he could only have 
thought of doing it in fuch a manner^ as that his 

hearers 
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hiearcrs toight afterwards infer the do£):rine frbm it. 
And it mud have required great ingenuity, atid 
even a ftrong pf'epdffeflion in favoirr of the divinity 
of Chrift (the reVcrfe of which, this writer acknow- 
ledges) to imagine that this expreffion of printe of 
Ufty which io^ eafily admits of another interpretation,' 
had any fdch reference. Moreover, in all thte 
inftanccs which A thanalius produces concerning the 
condudl' of the ^pollles in thi^ refpeA, from tho 
book of Ads, he does hdt pretend to find one in 
which the divinity of Chrifl; is MftinSly preached^ 
though he quotes four paflages in which his homa-» 
nity is plainly ff>okfcn of. 

When all theie things are tonfidered^ vi2. that 
Adiariafius acknowledged that it required great 
catition in the apoftles to divulge the do&rine of 
the divinity cf Chrifl:} and that the gofpel was 
{^reached with fuccefs among the Gentiles, while 
the Jews wet^e ignorant of it^ it can hardly be 
dbubted but that he muft himfetf have confidered 
the Chriftian church in general as unitarian, ^ in the 
time of the ap<)ftles, at ieafl: iaU near the time of 
'their difperfion ahd death ♦. 

'^ AcavdiBg ter Athatiafius« the Jews were to be well 
groumled in the belief of Jcfus being the Chrift, before they 
could be taught the do^rine of his divinity. Now if we look 
ihto the book of A£^s« we ihftU dejiriy fee ihat they had not got 
b^ond the firft ielTon in the apoftolic age ; the great burden 
of the preaching of the apodles being to perfuade the Jews 
that Jefut njisas iiV^Chrifi. That he was likcwife Gtid^ they 
evidently left to-theit laeoefTorss^ wfao» indeed, did it moft 
<lfe^atliy« though it rtq«iired a long courfe of time to do it. 

■ With 
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With refped to Athanafius*s declared opinion 
on this fubjedt, you fay, p, 21. " Now in this 
*' piece upon the orthodoxy of Dionyfius^ Atha- 
^' nafius no where, I confefs, denies that the 
•* primitive church of Jerufalem was unitarian •, 
•* noTi on the other hand, do I recolJeft that Dr- 
" Prieftiey hath affcrted it in any part of his 
*• Hiftory of Eledtrieity.'' Whether in my Hiftory 
of Eleftricity, or in this piece of Athanafius, in 
which he gives a large account of the condud of 
the apoftlcs with rcfped to their preaching the 
divinity of Chrift, an account of the adtual effeS^ 
of fuch preaching might be more naturally ex- 
pcfted, 1 leave to our readers. I fhould have 
thou^,'that if Athanafius ^(7^/^ havd added, that, 
notwithftahding their, caution in preaching this 
extraordinary doiStrine, againfl: which he acknow- 
ledges the Jews had .the ftropgeft prejudices, they 
neverthelefs, did preach it with e&ed:, and that 
it was the general belief of the Jewifli chrift iansia 
their time, he would not have thought it at, all 
foreign to his purpoie. It would certainly have 
favoured his great object in writing this piece, viz. 
the vindication of Dionyiius, in ufing a like cautioa 
with refpefl: to the Sabellians ; to have added, that 
this prudence, or caution, was not, in either of 
the two cafes, finally detrimental to the caufe of 
truth. I therefore confxter the filence of Athanafius 
on this head, as a negative argument of fome 
weight ^ and upon the whole I think I have made 
it appear that Athanafius muft have fuppofed that 
both the Jcwifli and Gentile churches were unitarian 

in 
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in the titive of the apoftles, at leaft lie enables us 
to infer chat it muft have been fo i and this is quits 
fufficient for my argument. 

That Athanafius, however, ihould a^^Jy cqh-^ 
fider the dodrine c^ the divinity of ChfA, as 
for fome time unknown to ri)e generality of ehrif-r 
tianss in the age of the apoftles, will be thought 
the lefs extf^ordinay, whjcn k i^ obfervedj tbaf » like; 
Tertulliant he acknowledged the unitarian doe^ 
trine to be very previ^lent aniong the lower clafs of" 
people in his own time. He calls them th^ oi m^K^of, 
the manyy and defcribes them as perfons of '^ low 
gnderftandiflg. Things that are fubiime and 
difficult^*' he iays, ^^ ace not to be ap^ehead* 
ed» exeept by. faiths and ignoraat people muft 
fall if they cannot ba pi^rfuaded to reft ia fs^ith, 
^^ and avoid curious queftioos*." 

There can be no doubt| t^erefore^ but th^t t^e 
doftrine of th^ trinity w^s a long Qme viyry HPpo* 
pular wittn the coojniop peppl^ a^png qhrift»i» * 
and this \% a jfad th^t ipfinno; be fatisfa^oril/ 9p« 
counted fpr« jb»t on ^e iuppoQtioa t^h^t the 4oc-> 
trine of (he fimple hifqiam^ of Cl^r^l: w»ji ^^ 

» 

ffX0eT7«/u€K«f 4r«pi rnv a-uvt^iy . Tat yAf fJivyAhA t^ J^v^ata* 
KnvTA 7m ^fAyyLAjm *fftTit thi trfof rov ^kop KAfiCA^iTAi. 
0^i¥ 0$ 4iifi TtlP yt^fiP Ai'vpATtftru ^etrroTiTT^fftp, U fJ^n 
ngtit^iltp ffifciKiiir nr «ir€i, i^ 7«f mpiifyi^ ^urttffUi 
iKTf%T4&Ai. Oe locaTRatiooa Terbi coAtra^Paolom Samoft* 
Uirftfliy Opera, vol, i. p. 591, 
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which had . been handed down to them by tradn 
tion from the apoftles. It was not the dofttme 
of Arius that Athanafim is here complaining of> 
but that of Paulus Samofatenfis^ who was a pro- 
per unitarian^ believing that Chrift had no exift- 
ence befqre he was born of his mother Mary. The 
great popularity of Photinus^ at and after this 
time^ ihews with what difficulty the common 
people were brought off from this dodrine ; and 
alfo the confeflTion of Auflin^ that he was of that 
Opinion^ till he became acquainted with the 
writings of Plato. 

It is not from Athanafius alone that we are in* 
Ibrmed of this cautious proceeding of the apoftles, 
in divulging the doctrine of the divinity of Chrift; 
Chryfoftom afcribes the fame caution both to 
Chrift himfelf, and the apoftles, "One reafon^" 
' he fays, " why Chrift faid fo little of his own di- 
•^ vinity, was on account of the weaknefs of his 
*^ auditors. Whenever he fpake of himfelf as 
" any thing more than man^ they were tumul- 
^' tuous, and offended ; but when he Ipake with 
^' humility, and as a man, they ran to him, and 

•* received his words ^J* Of this he gives many 
•* examples. *^ Our Saviour," he fays, " never 
**' taught his own divinity in cxprefs words, but 
only by actions, leaving the fuller explication 
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a^^fonrivov, 'fffo^gTpgjjop, KAi ray KoycviJ^k^wTo* HomiL 
32. voL i. p. 409. 
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*« of it to his difcipics. IP', fays he, « thc^ 
*< (meaning the Jews) were fo much offended ae 
" the addition of another law to their former^ 
*' much more muft they hare been with the doc-' 
** trine of his divinity 
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Chryfoftom afcribes the Tame caution tp the 
apoftlcs on this fubjeft. He fays that they con- 
scaled the doftrine of the miraculous conceptions 
on account of the incredulity of the Jews with re^ 
fpc& to it i and that when they began to preach 
the gofpel, they infilled chiefly on the refurrcc- 
tion of Chrift t» With rcfpeft to the former (and 
the farne may» no doubt^ be applied to the latter) he 
fays he did not give '^ his own opinion onjy^ but that 
'^ which came by tradition from the fathers^ and 
** eminent men. He therefore would not have 
^^ his hearers to be alarmed^ or think his account 
** of it extraordinary J.** 
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Thus, he fays, that " it was not to give ofFence 
to the Jews, that Peter, in his firft fpeech to the 
'* them, did not fay that Cbrift did the wonderful 

caput Mau v. Horn. 16. vol. vii/p. 154. 
f Matt. Cap. u H6in. 3. vol. viu p. 20. 

uJ'iyAp tfjiof oK<^o^ ah?<tt VATifun if^€T«pa>F ^*t;/i*rtr«y ^ 
MWfifJLmif avJ'^tif* - In cap. Mait. i. Horn. 3^ voK tii. p. 20. 
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^ wo As of which he Ipake, but that Gcd did them 
by htm; ttiat by fpeakiog more modefUy he 
might conciliate them to himfclf ♦. The feme 
caution he attributes to him, in *^ not faying 
" that Cbrift, but that God fpake by the mouth of 
*^ his holy prophets, that by thcfe means he 
** might bring them gradually to the faith |." 
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I cannot help obfcrving how extremely improba- 
ble is this account of the condud of the apoftles^ 
given by Athanafius, Chryfoftomj and other or- 
thodox fathers of the churchy confidering what 
we know of the charafter and the inftruftions of 
the apoftles. They were plain men, and little 
qualified to ad the cautious part here afcribed to 
rtiem. Anid their inftrudions certainly were to 
teach all that they knew, even what their mafter 
communicated to them in the greateft privacy* 
Whereas, upon this fcheme, they muft have fuf- 
fered numbers to die in the ignorance of the moft 
important truth in the gofpel, left, by divulging ic 
too foon, the converfion of others ftiouldhavc been 
prevented. The cafe evidently was that thefe Fathers 
did not know how to account for the great preva<^ 
Icnceof the unitarian dodriue, among the Gentiles 
as well as the Jews, in the early ages of chrifkianity, 

♦ OvK%Ti My%\ oTs Avr^f ct^^ oti J^i avth o ^iot^ ivtt, 
cap. iu Horn. 6« vol. viih p« 491. 

r^il^A, In afia Apoftolof urn Honif 9* voL viii. p. 5 1 1« 
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but xxp^n fueh an hypothefis as this. Let theif 
fucccflbrs.do better, if cbey can. 

This obfervation on the chara&er and inftroftions 
of the apoftles^ muft make ait fach accounts of 
their condud: abfolutely incrisdibley with refpe£t 
to every dodriae of c^Mfefuenff, on vrluch they 
could not but lay proportionable fbrefs. But it 
may periiaps enable us to account for the ignorance 
of the JewB, and otfa^ early chrUHans, with re(pc€t 
to matters of little or no confequence, on which 
the apoftles did not ky any ftrefs, and for which 
reafon they might fay little or nothing about 
them, as for iaftance widi rcfped to the miraculous 
conception. 

In our Saviour's life time he certainly paflcd for 
the fon of Jofcph with the Jews in general. The 
firft difciples would naturally adopt die fame opi- 
nion i and it does not appear that the apbftles 
thought it a matter of confequence enough to fet 
them right with rcfpcft to it. For there is no 
reference whatever to the miraculous conception 
either in the book of Ads, or in any of the 
epiftles. Indeed that dodrine has never been 
thought to be of any importance in it f elf \ Chrift 
being as properly a man on one fupppfition as on 
the other. It is therefore only of importance with 
rcfpeft to the credit of Matthew and Luke, as 
hiftorians, and that not with refpcft to what they write 
frtfm their own knowledge^ but only as to what they 
collected from others. Whereas, if Chrift was not a 

E 3 tn^^ 
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Mfi man^ but cither truly God^ or the makef of tbi 
world under Gody it could not but have appeared to be 
a matter of the greateft confequence in the fcheme of 
chriftianity itlelf ; and the apoftles would certainly 
have taken fome opportunity of inculcating it, with 
Sn energy fuited to its importance. We may 
therefore eafily 4Ccoui^t for the general prevalence 
of the opinion of Chrift bcin^ the fon of Jofeph, 
though it was fal(e ; but it is abfolutely impoffible 
to account for the general prevalence of the dodrine 
of the n^ere humanity of Ghrift, on the fuppofition 
of his being either Qod, or the maker of the world 
under God, and cpnfeqqently of his being known 
JO be fo by the apoftles. I may perhaps take fpme 
jfuture opportunity of making fome farther obfer; 
vations on the fubjeft of the miraculous conception ; 
^d in the mean tirne %hi^ Monthly Reviewer n^ay 
be indulging his conjeiStures, and preparing hi^ 
^acclamations ; for which pur readers will likewif? 
l^c f rctty liSrpll prppared. 

lam, &c. 
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LETTER V. 

An argument for the late origin of the doHrine 
of the divinity of Chrift^ from the difjiculty of 
tracing the time in which it v>asfirfi divulged. 

Dear Sir, 

I CANNOT difmifs this Ibbjca of the ftrong 
prejudices of the Jews in general in favour of 
their Meffiah being merely a man (thus explicitly 
ficknowledged by Athanafius, Chryfoftom, and 
others, who fay, that on this account the apoftles 
did not preach the doftrine of the divinity of 
Chrift at firft, but only after the^people were fatif- 
fied with refpedt to his MeflT^hfhip) without re*- 
quelling your opinion with refpe6t to the time when 
this great fecrct of Chrilt not being merely a man, 
but the eternal God himfelf, or the maker of 
heaven and earth under God, was communicated^ 
firft to the apoftles themfelves, and then by them 
to the body of chriftians. 

You cannot fay that John the Baptift preached 
any fuch dodlrine; and when the apoftles firft 
attached themfelves te Jefus, it is evident they 
only confidered him as being fuch a Mefllab as the 
reft of the Jews expe£l:ed, vxL a man, and a king^ 
When Nathaniel was introduced to him it was 
evidently in that light, John i. 45. Philip findet^ 

E 4 Nfithaniel^ 
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Natbaniely and faith unto binty We have found bim 
ef ixibom Mofes in the law^ and the prophet s^ did 
writey Jefus of isTazdreth-^ the fon of Jofepb. He 
had then, we may fuppofe, no knowledge even of 
the muraculou^ conception. - . 

NoW^ &^ you &x, p% 24* that ^' Chrift was fo 
^^ much more than man, that his being found in 
^^ faihion as a man was really the moft extra* 
*^ ordinary part of bis hiftory and charafterj" 
and at fii'ft the apofttes, y<^u muft allow, were 
wholly igttorartt &f this ; there muft have been a 
tme^ within the cothf)afs 6f tha Evangelical hiftoryi 
when this moft extraordinary part of his charafter 
was con^muhicated to th^m. Now what period in 
the gofpel hiftorj^ can you pitch upon, in which 
you can fuppofe that this gteit dlfcovery was made 
to them ? What traces do you find of it ? 

That Jefus was even the Mejiah was divulged with 
the g^e^^il caution, both to the apoilles, and. to 
the body of the Jewd* Fftr a long time our Lord 
(aid nothing explicit on this fubje^t, but left his 
difciples, a^ well as the Jews at large, to judge 
of him from what they faw. In this manner only 
he replied to the meflfengcrs that John the Baptift 

feht to him. 

If the High-pricfl: exprelftd his horror, by rend * 
ing his cioaths, on Jefirs avdWing himfelf to be the 
Mefliah, what would he have done if he had heard, 
or, fufpeftcd, that he had made any higher pre- 

tcnfions? 
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tenfidns i And if he had made theni) they tnu(l 
have tranfpired. When the people in general faw 
his miraculous works, they only wondered that 
God ihouid' have given fo much power to a man, 
Matti ix. 8. fFben the multitude faw //, tbey 
marvelled^ and glorified God^ who bad given fucb 
ftmer untd men ; and yet this Was on the occafion 
of his pttonouncing the cure of a paralytic perfon, 
by faying, ^by fins be forgiven tbee^ which the 
Pharifees thought to be a blafphe'mous prefumption. 

At the time that Herod heard of him, it wa^ 
conjeftured by fome that he was Elias, by others 
that he was a prophet, and by fome that he was 
John rifen from the dead j but none of them 
imagined that he was either the moft high God 
himfelf, or the maker of the world under God, 
It was not fo much as fuppofed by any perfon 
that Jefus performed his mighty works by any 
proper power of bis own 5 fo far were they from 
fufpeding that he was the God who had fpokeu 
to them by Mofes^ as you now fuppofe Wm to 
have been. 

If he was known to be a God at all before his 
death, it cbuld Only have been revealed to hi| 
^i'fciples, perhaps the apoftles, or only his chief 
confidants among them, Peter, James, and John, 
fuppofe on the moynt of transfiguration, though 
nothing is faid concerning it in the hiftory of that 
trapfadion. Certainly what ihey faw in the garden 
pf Gethfemanc Could not have led them to fufpeft 

4 aoy 
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any fuch thing. But if it had ever been known to 
Peter, can we fuppofe he could have denied him 
as he did i Befides, as our Lord told them there 
were many things which he could not inform them 
of before bis death, and that they (hould know 
afterwards; this was a thing fo very wonderful 
and unfufpedted, that if any articles of information 
were kept from them at thdt time, tkis mud 
certainly have been one. 

If you fuppofe that Thomas was acquainted 
with this mod extraordinary pare of his mafter's 
charafter, which led him to cry. My Lord and mf 
Codt when he was convinced of his rcfurreftion, 
as he was not one of the three^ who had been 
cntrufted with any fecrets, it muft have been known 
to all the twelve, and to Judas Ifcariot among 
the reft. And fuppofe him to have known, and to 
have believed that Jefus was his God and maker, 
was it poffible for him, or for any man, to have 
formed a deliberate purpofe to betray him (Peter, 
you may fay, was taken by furprize, and was in 
perfonal danger) or if he had only heard of the 
pretenfion, and had not believed it, would he not 
have, made fooie advantages of that impofition, 
and have made the difcoyery of this, as well as of 
every thing elfe that he knew to his prejudice ? 

If you fuppofe that the divinity of Chrift was 
unknown to the apoftles till tlic day of Penticoft j 
befides lofing the benefit of feveral of your argu-: 
tnen^s for this great doftrine, which you now 

carefully 
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IjarcfuUy collcdt from the four evangelifts, wc luvc 
Uo account of any fuch difcovery having beei| 
made at that time^ or at any fubfequent one^ 
And of other articles of illumination, of much lefs 
confequence than this, we h^ve diitin£t information, 
and alfb of the manner in which they imprefled them« 
This is particularly the cafe with refpef): to the 
cxtenfion of the bleiCngs of the gofpei to yn* 
circumcifed Gentiles. But what was this article, 
to the knowledge pf their maimer being the moft 
high God ? 

If the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift bad been 
aAually preached by the apoitles, and the Jewifh 
converts in general had adop;:ed it, it could not 
but have been well known to thft. unbelieving Jews y 
and would they, who were at that time, and hav^ 
been' ever, fince, fo exceedingly zealous with refpe<St 
, to the doftrine of the divine unity, not have 
taken the alarm, and have urged this pbjedion 
to chriftianity, as teaching the belief of more Gods 
than one in the apoftolic age ; and yet no trace of 
any thing of this nature can be perceived in th^ 
whole hiftory of the book qf Afts, or any where 
leUe in the New Teftament. As foon as ever the Jew$ 
had any pretence for it, we find them fufficiently 
quick and vehement in urging this their great 
pbjeftion to chriftianity. To anfwer the charge of 
holding twoy or tbree Gods^ is a very confiderable^ 
article in the writings of feveral of the ancient 
fhffftian fathers. Why then do we find nothing 
pf this kind in the age pf the. appftles ? The pnljr 

anfwef 
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anfwer is, that there then was no occafion for it» 
the doftrine of the divinity of Chriit not having 
then been ftarted *. 

Confider, Sir, the charge that was advanced 
againft Peter and John at the firft promulgation of 
the gofpel. You will find it amounts to nothing 
bur their being difturbers of the people, by preach* 
ing in the name of Jefus« What was the accuiadon 
againft Stephen (Ads vu 13.) but his /peaking 
blafpbemous things againft the temple and the law ! 
Accompany the apoftle Paul in all his travels, 
tod attend to his difcburfes with the Jews in their 
fynagogues, and their perpetual and bvetemte 
perfecution of him, you will find no trace of their 
fo much as fufpefting that he preached a nst» 
divinity^ as the godhead of Chrifl: muft have ap- 
peared) and always has appeared to them* 

In the year 58; Paul tells the elders of the 
church of Epnefus (Ads xx. 27.) that be bad not 
failed t9 declare unto tbem the wbole counfel of God* 
We may be confident, therefore, that, if he had 
any fuch dodrine to divulge, he muft have taught 

It in the three years that he fpent in that city from 

« 

^ Atltanafiai ftrongly txpttfki this bbj«6lion, as made by both 
Jews and Oeiitilei, to the incarnation of the ion of God^ 
Ibottgh as a thing that was gloried in by Chriftiaa». •* Th< 
*^ Jews»'' fays he, " reproach ns for it, the Gentiles laugh 
** at it; bot we adore it.'* Hi^ lovS'Aioi yi^v ha,* 

De lacataatkne Verbii Opera, vol. t* p. 53* 
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54 to 5 7 ; and as the unbeUcviog Jews were well 
apprized of all his mocionsi having laid wait for 
him on this very jouroey co Jerufalenij they mutt 
have been informed of his having Caught this 
do£trine^ and would certainly have carried the 
news of it to Jerufalem^ where many of them 
attended^ as well as he^ at the enfuing feaft o^ 
Pemicoft. But if we attend Paul thi^er, where w£ 
have a very particular account of all the proceeds- 
ings againft him^ for the fpace of t^o yean^ we 
fhall fiiKl no trace of any thing of the kind. Alt 
their con^plaints agairlft him fell far fhorc of this* 

What was the occafion of the firft clamour againft 

him ? Was it not, A£ks xxi. 1 8 . that le taught all men 

every whete ogMinfi the people^ and againft the law^ 

and i^ainft the temple^ and that he had ireugbt 

Greeks intfi it ? Is it not plain that they had no more 

ferious charge againft him ? Read his fpeech to 

the people^ his defence before Felix^ and again 

before Agrippa^ you will find no trace of htl 

having caught any doflrine fo offenfive co rhtt 

Jews as that of the divinity of Chrift rauft have 

been. Confidering the known prejudices, and 

the inveteracy of the Jews, no reafonable man 

need defire my clearer proof than this, that oei« 

thcr Paul, nor any of the apoftles, had ever 

uughc the doftrine of the divii^ty of Chrift ac 

that Mne ; and this was fo near the time of the 

wars iof ithe Jew$» and the difperfion of that peo« 

pie. that there was no opportunity of preaching 

k wiiib efifeft afterwards. 

Confider 
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Confidcr alfo the conduft oithtje^ijh cbrijtianf^ 
ivho had ftrong prejudices againft Paul, as wtf 
find in this part of his hiftory -, and according to 
the tcftimony of all hiftorians, they retained thofe 
prejudices as long as they had any name, and afrej* 
the deftruftion of JerUfalem, which was not long 
after the clofe of the hiftory of the Afts, no trace 
can be found of their believing any fuch doftrine 
as the divinity of Chrift, ^ Now, though their en- 
mity to Paul continued, and they never confidered 
his writings as canonical fcripture, yet td the very 
lad:, their objcrdions to him amounted to nothing 
more than his being no friend to the law of 
Mofes. 

The refemblance between the charafter of the 
Ebionites, as given by the early chriftian fa^iers^ 
and that of the Jewifli chriftians at the tim^si^of 
Paul's laft journey to Jerufalem, is very ftrikings 
After he had given an account of his conduft, to the 
more intelligent of them, they were fatisfied with 
it J but they thought there would be great diffi-* 
culty in fatisfying others. *^ Thou feeft> brother," 
fay they to him, Aftsxxi. 20. *^ how many thou- 
fands of Jews there are who believe, and they 
are all zealous of the law. And they are in- 
*• formed of thee, that thou teacheth all the Jews 
who are among the Gentiles, to forfake Mofes j 
faying that they ought not to circumcife their 
•••children, neither to walk after the cuftoms; 
•*^ What is it therefore ? The nriultitudes muft needs 
•* come together, for they will hear that thou are 

•• come 
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*^ come. Do therefore this, that we fey to thee* 
" We have four men who have a vow on them* 
*' Them take and purify thyfelf with them, and 
" be at charges with them, that they may fliave 
their heads, and all may know that thofe things 
whereof they were infornrurd concerning thee 
are nothing, but that thou thyfelf alfo walkeft 
orderly and keepeft the law." So great a re- 
femblance in fome things, viz. their attachment 
to the law, and their prejudices againft Paul, can- 
not but lead us to imagine that they were the 
fame in other refpefbs alfo, both being equally 
zealous obfervers of the law, and equally ftrangers 
to the dodrine of the divinity of Chrilt. And in 
that age all the Jews were equally zealous for the 
great doftrine of the unity of Gody and their pecu- 
liar cuftoms. Can it be luppdfed theh that they 
would fo obftinately retain the one, and fo readily 
abandon the other ? 

Thefe confideratipns (and much more might 
be added to enforce them) certainly afFeft the 
credibility of Chrift having any natqrc fupcrior 
to that of man *, aad when they are fufficiently 
attended to (as I fufpcft they never have been) muft 
fliake the Arian hypothefis; but they mutt be par- 
ticularly embarrafling to thofe who, like you, 
maintain the perfeA equality of the Son to ^the 
Father, 

Confidcrations of this kind, if they occur to 
him, no perfon, who thinks at all, can abfolutely 

negledt. 
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ncgicft, fo as to . fatisfy hlmfclf with having no 
hypothefis on the fubjcft. You certainly find the 
apoftles^ a^ well as the reft of the Jews, without 
any knowledge of the divinity of Chrift, with 
whom they lived and converfed as a man ; and if 
they ever became acquainted with it, there muft 
have been a sime when it was either difcovered by 
thenf), or made known to them 5 and the effeds of 
the acquifition, or the communication of extraordi- 
nary knowledge, are in general proportionably 
confpicuous. ^ 

Had we had no written hiftory of our Saviour^s 
life, or of the preaching of the apoftles,or,only fome 
very concife one ; ftiil fb very e>a:raordinary an 
article as this would hardly have been unknown^ 
or have paffed unrecorded; much lefs whea the 
hiftory is fo full and circumftantial as it is. 

Had there been any pretence for imagining 
that the* Jews in our Saviour's time h»d ^y know- 
ledge of the doftrine of tfec trinity, an(J that they 
expefted the fecond perfon in' it in the char^after 
of their Meffiah, the queftion I prppofe to you 
would have been needjefs. But nothing -cao ht 
more evident than that, whatever yoy may fancy 
with refpeft to more aocicnt timqSi every notion 
of the trinity was obliterated from the minds of 
the Jews in our Saviour's time. It is, therefore, 
not only a curious, but a ferious and important 
queftion, fFi>€» was ii ininduc^dy and by what 
fieps ? I have anfwcrcd it on ray hypothefis* of its 

being 
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|>a!ii^ an moif^im mA t corruftm oi ^e dtflfr 
j&a 4<>^rioo i do you Ae fame oA your idea o^ 
u« being,an dSfejttial pare of it. 
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Of flit ferfii^cation of tht tjogdii 

HAVING ccyi&kred all tint you Bave 
I' advanced' eoncertiingp die ailtiquiiy oi tfad 
unitarian doftrine^ I proceed ta attend to whA 
you obfervfr concernii^ die ferfinifbalhn of tbs 
'it^^j b)( die idatpniatqg chrii^^ fiur^^diat many 
of dien did platohiae your aie &r from deny ii^ 
*^ If,'^ you lay» p. go. ^ he hadi iiiccceded no 
** better in the proof of hid third aflerdon^ con- 
*^ cemiag the platonie chriftiaoa of the iecond age^ 
*^ theinventOTOy as he would have\^| of our Lord's 
diyinky ; dM the divinity which they fet up 
was only of the iecondary (brty which was'' 
admitted by the Ariansi including neither eter* 
nity nor any proper neceflity of extfteoce; having 
ch? mere name of divinity^ without any thing of 
'* the real form : if the proof of this third aflerdoa 
^* fliQuld be found* to be ^qqally infirm with thac^ 

F !! of 
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** of the other twoy his notion of the 
^ progrefs of opinions from the mere Unitafi^ 
^* doftrine to the Arian, and from the Arian doc- 
'* trine to the Athana(ian faith, mud be deemed a 
•* mere dream or fidkion in every part/' 

In the firft place I muft fet you right mxh 
refped to my own idea, which you have totally 
mifconceived, though you have undertaken to 
refute it, and ths ftrangp miftake of youPs runs 
through the whole of your work. Thofe platonizing 
chriftians who perfonified the Logos were not Ari- 
ans ; for their Logos was an attribute of the Father, 
and not any tlung that was created of nothing, as 
the Arians held Chrift to have been; It is well known, 
as Beaufobre obferves^ that they were not Arians, 
but the orthodox, that platonized. Conftantine, 
as I have obferved, vol. ii. p. 4&8. in his oration 
to the fathers of the council of Nice, fpeaks in 
commendation of Plato, as having taught the doc- 
trine of a fecbnd God, derived from the fupreme 
God, and fublervient to his will. 



Among the proofs of the origin of the Son,' 
according to the early orthodox writers, I firft" 
quoted a pafiage in Athenagoras, which you tranf-' 
late fomewhat differently from me i but not fd 
as to afFeft my conclufion from it. For he evi- 
dently afferts that the Logos was eternal in God* 
only becaufe God was always KoytKQ-^ rational^ 
which entirely excludes proper perfonificarion.' 
See Athenagoras, p. 82. Can reafon, as it exifts 

in 
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m man, be called a perfon, merely l>ecaQre man ii 
Si rafioftal being i 

Befidesi this is the only one of all my authoridet 
that you have thought proper to examine ; whereas 
there are others which you have overlooked fo 
plain and determinate, that it i^ impbffible for you 
to interpret theni otherwife than I bare done \ as 
they evidently imply, that it depended upon the 
Father *s will that the Logos fhould have a propef 
perfonification, and become a Son, with refpeft td 
himi The paffages which I have quoted from" 
Tertullian and Ladtantius, vol. i. p. 28. whofe 
brthodoxy you cannot queilion^ I call upon yoii 
|)artiicularly to confider. 

There is a paffage in Tertullian which fliewa 
how ready the platonizing Chriftians were to revert 
to the idea of an attribute of God in their ufe of 
the word Lo^os. •* We have faid that God made 
•' the univerfe by his %»ord^ reafon^ and fower j* 
«* and it appears that among your philofopheri 
*' alfo, the Logos J that is, fpeecb and reafon^ waS 
^' the maker of the univerfe. For this Zleno fup- 
•• pofed to be the maker and difpofer of all things, 
** that the fame is called fate^ and Goij and the 
** mind of Jupiter^ and the necejfity of all things *.** 

* Jam ediximiis J^eutn univerlitatem haiic mundi verbo, 
4t ratioACy et virtate molitiim. Apud veflros quoque fapiences^ 
Ae^9r» id ell fermonem, atque rationem^ conibt artificeiti' 
videri univerfitatis. Hunc enim Zeno deterzninat faditatorem^ 
qui cunfla in difpofitione fortnaverit ; eundem et fatum vocari,^ 
et £[eufn,.et atiimifm Jovis, et ncceflltatem omnium rerum. 
ApologeticuSf fefl. xxi. p. 19. 

F 2 The 
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The Bl«»ffii(^ frim^s at liiii^ tbQ,it«<^ipq^ 

lt» probably had its origin in peFfqpi^iJMX i and 
in this the Chriftians were too ready to follow them^ 
by convemag^ ibe I^ogos jof $b jQiiaiAi:Q.a proper 
peribni 

tgmisefl, aa4, |his jsjj <3y.waSi cp«mofft tft AjM-. 
Wgor^s^ aiyi .t;fesffi alL; ♦* If apj{ ijiii^g," yoji %«. 

p. 56. " b« jaMyi ffigrf^aGj;*^ m. ^ oo^qos o£ 

V , th<j plftt^nic ch#i^nsi. i? U i4tt% WWeif,. ^fluk^k 
«? lj:?mg t9. be Sftnimfts tp 4t|t3Si9g9ms, wi«fe 
«.* th?m all, an4 i% a ^ ^„ th§ ^iqimi^ of 
V ipaijy 9bl(curc paff^gps ip sHfitf writings,; t^ ^ 
•« w/«-»«/ di/play of the powprji of th^ fi^p, in (Ije 
** bufinefs of creation, is the thing intended in the 
*/ ^ipfii^^ l^ngtiagei qndc): t^ %ii)e of la&.g^U' 

H mimA % coRjQicit %\m\ feems t<> hav^ no-cenua 
*f< founda£iQO,in boiy wri£» and* no. authocitjr in the 
*K opinions and the dodrines of ^he^ precadiog 
*f 9gp.v^aodlt&ei})$-tqthw(eb«xa]«dfoin«-Qf tltofe, 
•.1 w.bQ werjB, the moft; wdded t» it, iqto, the ofe of 
*^ av^rjT improper laiigqagfti as i^ anew ijslation 
** h9di»lifOipl4cebetv£6n,tbefiri1: and tbefecond 
•• perfpn, \Bhw the crsatiTe power* wee« firft ex- 
« erted." 

You add, aftfr apologizing for the. condu/5l,of 
the plgtpnizing fathers^ "thj, conyerfio;^,q^ aR JijJfU 
^ butc into a perfon, whatever Dr» Prieftley m^f ^ 
" imagine, is a notion to which they were entire 




>«fcher bf thfc db^of {dain worcH oi- figa't^s, to ^i5r(?il 
lllis Hotioo^ td which you fay they were endt^ 
ftrir^ei^ ^ore tltoly iban they do. For, acconi- 
Ifelg M the thdft dtffinke ki%nage « fnaii can ul^, 
the Logos, as exifting ib thS bthtrt prior to this 
creation, was, according to them, the fame thing 
!ff Mri^ d!at i-lufiit h $H m»\ ^6ibh is tertkini^ no 
ff(fptr ^0^ ^SMrtghifhm^i froni tbi: man hirtf- 
HSKt Wttl y&tt fty t^e tM MMT U one perfon 0I: 
l)ffi)gi :ifd \6s ft^ lf«^t^lf^ hot cbltnpreheiidea 
ifi Ihc; iMi;»^ lii lilie ^thiiAiet it is impofllblft 
VSi tia M» fmt fb« \3mi1m hmgiiage bf theft 
wm^,- m^i agce^}^' t« tl«iit icfeas^ there w&% 
hotHihg ii^» df tooh^Kg' t^ the Sm, ori^iyt]^, 
b^ #Hair #^ )&e£feffinly cdhtaBted in whtt tb6f 
i^ft- b^ t&6 ieii^ F»hiir. I v^» fldd^ that fif 
this was not the orthodoxy of the age, thcrfe Wtt itt 
orthodoxy in i^ . 

TMt ttft^ i;;»|^ 8F ^i tm^^ m kme (luff cdH^ 

t)&vtt$ptti^ id fill Lago^, df feiflbh^ 6r *ord of 
Ittsitt; ym ihc id^ of Athanafios himM. H^i 
lAg fpokclt df :ffie Fafher,^ as* fattfed-tl* ^ <?ei//^ 
becaufe he only is unbcgocten, AymnrQ-, and the 
fdunfain of dei^3 <»»> » ^x^trr®-, and of the fen as 
only God 0/ God^ •3^«^ ♦'t ieou, he fays» in anfwer to 
tkt qw^iofii how diis Logos can become a peribii 
2n^G^, whtf n it d6es not fo in man ^ ^^ The word 
^^ conWived ifr the rt^d of nian doits net become^ 
*"* Moji of man. finc^ it does nbt live, or fobfift i 
** but is oiily the notion of a livibg' and fubfifting' 

F 3 " heart 
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*^ heart. When it is pronounced it has po cond« 
^* nuance, aqd being often uttered, does not rcK 
^^ main. Whereas the pfalmift fays the Word of 
♦* the Lord remfiinetb for ovcTf and the ^apgel^ 
** agrees with him, &e*/* 

•^ On this fubje^,*' you fay, p, 58. «« it is but 
*^ juftice to Dr. Prieftley to acknowledge, what 
^^ indeed fie ought to have acknowledged for him* 
*^ felf, that in this mifinterpretatiQn of the platonic 
** fathers, he is not original : that he h^th i^pQii 
^^ his fide the refpeftable authority of two v^ry 
^^ eminent divines of the Roman church, Petaviuig 
*• and Huetius.'' Of this, I aflure you. Sir, { 
was quite ignorant; but I fee no reafon to be afhamed 
of fuch company, or pf any company, in tbfi caui^ 
of truth. 

That any mere external difplay of powers^ as yoif 
iay, p. j7. Ihoiild ever be texnoi^ gon^ation^ is fo 
iniprobable from tts manifeft want of analogy tx) 
9ny thing that ever was ^led generation before o^ 
Gx^c^'^ that fuqh gn abufe of words is not to be 
fuppofcd of thcfe writers, or pf ^y perfon> with-? 

woy iwu fJii)T% ^af fri, fAi)7% t/9«r«^, a^^a ^wrH XAfJ^sAf 3^- 

X,cti ^OT^AKti KdJ^iAlV^y OVfN V^Tt i'iA^tVOi * TOf^ /f TV dftV 

Xoyov Ava^ifi 4<tAfi0<^of KtKfCLyil Ai^4^, tiV TW MaVA ^ 

uv^ Tov hpyep o^jLohoyuv o £t/«t^^fAir>tf« &c. De Eterna 
fubftantia £lii» &c. contra Sabellii Gregalei, Opera, vol. u 
p. 6c I. 
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(DUC vety pofitive proof; and in this cafe you ad* 
vwcc nothing but a mere conje£hire, deftituce of 
any thing that can fpyt it a colour of probability. 

r 

If the Logos had had an adual perfonal exigence 
with all its proper and feparate powers, from all 
eternity, how could he be {aid to be generated^ 
wh6n he only exerted thole powers in a particular 
way ? For fince, according to your hypothcfis, he 
was always an intelligent perfbn from the be^n- 
ning, he muft have exerted his intelledual facul- 
ties in ibme way or other from all eternity, as much 
as the fadier hinifelf ; and was the exertion of the 
faculties of the Father in the creation of the world 
ever called a generation of the Father j by thofe 
who fuppofed creation to be a work of his, per- 
formed in time, after the lapfe of an eternity, in 
which nothing had been created } And yet, accord- 
ing to you, this language muft have been equally 
proper with refped to the Father^ as with refpeft 
to the Son, both having been intelligent peifons 
from all eternity. 

«* You fay,^* p. 52. ^« after all thatDn Prieftley 
<^ hath written about the refemblance between the 
^* ecclefiaftical and the platonic uinity, he has yet, 
*' it ieems^ to learn, that a created Logosy a 
^^ Logos which had ever not exifted, was no lefs 
** an abfurdity in the academy, than it is an impiety 
<* in the church. The converts from platonifm 
** muft have renounced their philofophy before they 
^« cQuld be the authors of this abfurd, this monr 

F 4 ?* ftrous 
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^^ flpojus opinioa. As die nodoo diat diis doftdnf 
^^ took its nfe with tbcm betrays a coed igMTv 
<^ ance .c^ die gsmittie priociplcs of <fa^ fchool, 
^^ it is eafy to forefee that the arguments brought 
^^ iR fup|»Dii(L of it €gQ odf be fewded h grola 
f^ mifcohflmi^ian of cbeir Imguage/' 

To this J (:«i ot^y fay j^t you diicover t coferi 
Ignoraoc^ of wh^t I hwe aifemedt and I do not kMW 
how u> c^pceis inyftif snone latdiigibly ^vm I ha've 
dope. I haire no where fiud« or fuf^oftd^ dmt ei*p 
(hdr the PhitQnifls» iwr the platomi^iBg chriAianSi) 
held that the Logos was created, or diat it had 
ever not exifted ; ^ut only that^ wheifias k was oii*> 
^ndly nofhiag fnoic dian a fr^rty of the dtvine 
mind, it aflqmed a feparate peribnal chfuraifter in 
4me. The Logos of the Piatonifts had, in dittr 
cpiiiion, always had a perfoqa) e^Qencer- becaufe 
Rato fuppofed creadon to have been etsmal ; but 
dus was not the cfiinioa of the pfatoniBing chrifr 
dans, who held that die world was not eternally 
and therefore, retaining as much of t^atonifm as 
was confiftent with that doftrine, they held that 
there was a time whe(^ the Father Was abnij and 
Kotbout a ibn ; bis Logos or leaibn being in all diat 
dme the fame thing in him that reaibn now is In 
maa^ and of this i have prodqced ^tuutdaet evi*^ 
dence. 

\ I cannot ctoie dds letter oa xSoq ferfimJUati§n of 

the Logos y.-m^wx, making U>ai<t obfrrvadons fdatr 

tng to die firft account we have of i(» 

/^ V Thai 
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• 

That Chrift had a proper permanent pre-cxiftcnce, 
IIS the Logos of tbt Fmber^ firft diftinfUy appears 
Hi the writf ngs of JuftiA MarQfT i and from Ms la* 
botirit^ the point lb much as he does, and e^* 
ciaUy from his proTiding a retreat, in cafe he ihoulcl 
not be abk to prove it, it is molt probable that 
he was the firft who ftartcd it. Howertr, he alfo 
mentions a dififerent opinion on the fubjeft, which 
probably preceded his own, and paved the way 
for it ; and tMs was not very remote from th^ 
(inttarian dodbrine. 

It wasi diat the en^ifHon of die Logos, as i 
perfon, was an occalional thing* and intended to 
ianfwer particular purpolei only ; after which ic 
was abforbed into the divine €0ence again. On 
this jcbeme die XiC^os might ha^e \^n a real 
perfon firft 9Z the creation of the world, and again 
when it was employed in the divine intercaurfe 
mth the patriarchs, and the children of Ilhel, in 
die intervals of which it might have^been deprived 
c^ its perfonality % and laftly, have recovered it at 
the t^r^ of Chrift, and have retained it ever aften 
Whereas, the opinion of Juftin was, that, after the 
firft emilTion of the Logos, at the creation of the 
worldly it was. never again abforbed into the divine 
eflence. 

^^ There are,'* lays he* (to abridge what he fays 
on this fubjeft) ^* I know, who are of opinion, 
^^ that the power, J^yvctt^sff whkh proceeded from 

f Oisdogi pars recandgj Edit. Thltlby^ Pn4i2. 

« Ac 
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*^ the Father of all, and appeared to Mofes, 
f^ or to Abraham, or to Jacobs and which, ia. 
^^ different circui^ftances, was called an ang^^ a 
*\ghfy% or a man^ remained ^ power infepar^^jbile 
^* from the Father ♦, juft as 4 beani of light is 
infeparable from the fun f, which is in the hea* 
yens, and which, when it fets, i% carries along 
*^ with it; Thus the Father, whenever he pleafes, 
V they lay, makes this power to come out of him, 
^< .^^Q^nJ'AVi and whenever hc wills, he calls it 
*< back into himlelf again. And iq the fam« 
*^ manner they fay he makes angels. But that 
^^ angels are permanent beings, I have already 
^^ Ibewn ; and that this power, which the prophets 
5^ call Cody and an angelj is not like a beam of 
^' light, but remains numerically diilinft from its 
^^ fource, I have Ihewn at large 1 obferving that 
^* this power, J'vf^ftfAiv, is produced by the power^ 
a and will of the Father, but npt fo as that the 
f ^ Father lofes any thing by its emiflion, but as 
«« one fire is lighted by another— ^It is called Lard 
*« in the hiftory of the ddlrudion of Sodom, and 
** rained fire from that Lord who was in heaven*. 
^^ and who was the Lord of that Loid who was 
^^ on earth, as his Father, and God ; being the 
^« caufe of his being, of his being powerful, and 
*« of his being Lord, and God J." 

f A beam of light was then imagined to be foinethiQg; 
conne£ted with the {an, and not matter emitted from him, 
afnd not returning to him. -^ . 

't Of ;9 T« i'^t yH Ki/pia Kupi®* I7iv af 'zrAJtif it} •5$®' At?'®* 
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We fee in this paflagp in how plaufible a manner^ 
wd how little likely to alarm men of plain under- 
fiandings, was the doftrin^ of the divinity of Chrift^ 
as k was firft propofed. At firft it was nothing 
more than the divine pawer^ occafionally pbrfo^ 
ntfied (a Imall ftep indeed^ if any, from pure uqita^ 
ri^fm) and afterwards acquiring permanent perfon* 
alitor ; but ftill dependent upon the will of God^ 
from whence it proceeded, and intirely fubferviene 
to him ; which was very different from what is now 
conceived concerning the fe<:ond perfon in tb^ 
trinityt 

Iam> &c. 
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Cofffidcraiions relating t$ the deSrine of the 

trinity. 

Dear Sir, 

1 CANNOT help, in this place, making a few 
remarks Qn ibnie of your obiervatipns with 
refped to the do&ine of the trinity^ yoyr ideas 
of which appear to be thofe which are commonly 
germed 4thanajian\ implying a perfeft equality 
1(1 all the three perfons*. Indeed, as a ftrenuous 
advocate fQr (he chyrch of Epgland, they can be 
po 9the|*. 

I. '' The 



<ft ' L E T T B< R^ S:: TO 

^ ea0))6^d from tbele d^ nimd!^ k.noC'jaiijfr 



«< C0& high for a lA^ti^ t$^tlii^|)S fw Mgch i v^vHiidi 
^^ if^ our prelent comlilkm A li^d: ll 1S^ to ite 
^ sttirilie^ tMd might not tis^ ^ IbU^v ^t lifM 

^ wUi fte^i thM it is' k)t; dh« ^ Aoil iMflgft 
•• that * no miracles can prove' will be the C^tolttt 
** fruit of the ftudia recomtoended. They will 
•* lead us to fee the fcripture doftrine in its true 
^^ light : that it is^ an imperfect difcovery, not a 
5' contradiftion/' 

A tonPrtuHSUn^ ^ou ttcknAwle^e, f. 674 is thai 
•* a part is equal to the whole, or that the fame 
^^ thing, in the fa^e rcfpedy is at ihs faa» thne 
*^one, and many," This you admit that nothing 
can prove. " No teftimonyji" you fay, *^ that a 
•* eontradiftibn />, fhould be allowad to over- 
•< power the intuitive conviction that it ^annoj he^ 
•^ An enquirj^,. thefefofef, ihto the reafohabfenefs of 
^ bur faith, as well as juft *iewi of itt; liiffcjrf » 
♦Ms of great impottatice.^ 

Now I jrfk, whefeirt (foes the ArfwttetfarrdC^Hfie 
of the trinity d^f frdhl 4 cotsttaaiittton', i^ 

yotf taw defined- ir? It ^rts,- in efeift, that 



Mddbg' fo iwidbg to» ^hei the Fethn^ die 9o^ 
w Aa Sp^tf to cQnftkuQc each oC them teuljr and 
pioperly God^ each heiag: equals in cttrnkf^ and 
all d^iae perfoAioas $ aad yec thae tfaafe tihiM^ ar6 
HM Ai^r^^ G^ bi)t #nl7' m« O^il Thef ai< 
ifaeiefiM^ bodi' one. and >ni^. in dis iuM rcfp^&i 
vizi i» eaeh^kig^ f 49^36^^ This i&> Gtitainiy as 
mueb af oontadidioii aa to* iSkf that Patcr^ JMieif 
and Johki^ having each-ef tbam^eimy fhtngihafe is 
tequ^te to conftitute a« eompleia* man^ are ye^ 
«H t^eeher, not /ib'M' jwri^ bat «nly en^' maiBi 
For the ideas annesed to ihe worda G&d^ ot^man^ 
cannot make any difference in the nature of the 
tvo propofitioDS. After the council of* ISlioe^ there 
are inftanced of the dodrine o9 th» trinity beii^ 
explained in* this very manner The fether» of 
that age- bd ng particularly intent^ on* prefemdng 
thefoU e^alHy of die three per^ns^ they^entipaljt 
loft figho of their- proper- «ii//7« And ei^lain^ tfaif 
dgftrine as you will, one of theft^thinga nauft ont 
be facrificed* to the other. 

• ■ ► 

« 

](^o£wi4i((an4io& w^t Ij h^ve q^qttd fi;D«i y«t 

^y?^ ypu fi?ern. ta ceunte^iWKs fomc fort oif 

explfifMfm ofi t>e ^ do^rinft of 1^ ttiniqr. " The 

•* foiff'* Cvi?..of; Aih?iw«ww], you, fay, p. 55. 

isi x}m\ the; B€fffeB?ic^ftq;i«of a,divincLQg9;a 
i^, i^iplija^ . i^. t)i^, vreq^ idea; of a . God And 
^* the arguipeht rells on* a principle which waa 

" common^ 



cc 
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f' cbtmnontoall the platonic hAtts^ and totwi 
*^ to be founded in fcripture, that. the exiftenc« 
^* of, the. Son flows neceffarily from the divine 

V intelled exerted on itfelfi from the Father^! 

V cpntemplation of his own pei-fe&ions. But as 
f* the Father ever Was, his perfe&ions have ever 
*' been, and his Intel ledt has been ever aftive^ 
** But perfe&ion9 which have ever been, the ever 

' «< a&ive intelleft muft ever have contemplated ^ 

V ap^ the contemplation . which has ever been^ 
*< muft ever have been accompanied with its juil 
;^ effed, the perfonal esiiftence of the Son/' 

I wifh you had (hewn what it is in the fcrip- 
tureS) or indeed in. the fathers, that gives any coiin^ 
tenance to this curious piece of reafoning s and 
in your reply , to me I hope you will, not fail to 
point it out. , In the mean time, as we cannot 
pretend to. draw any conclufions from the necef* 
fary operations of one mindy but from their fup^ 
poied analogy to thofe of f/£^ fninds^ that is otfi' 
ewfiy you will And yourfelf embarralTed with a 
difficulty fimilar to that of Tertullian, Lac*« 
tantius, and Athanafius; and mud explain to us 
how it comes to pafs, that if the corttcnciplatibn of 
the divine perfedlions of the Father, neceflaril/ 
produced a diftinft perfon in him, fully equal to 
hicfifelf, si maffs contemplation of fuch perfec- 
tions, or powers, as he is pofleffed of^ fhould not 
produce another intelligent perfon fuUy^. equal to 
himfcif? 

You 



•^ 
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* 

iTou will> perhaps, fay (though you can havt 
nothing to authorize it) that the impoffibility of 
producing this in man, is the imperfedion of his 
faculties, or his limited poiver of contemplate 
ing them. But to cut off that fubterfuge, I 
iRrill aik, why the contemplation of the Son's per- 
feftions^ which you fuppofe to be fully equal to 
thofe of the Father, and whofc energy of con^ 
templation you muft likewife fuppofe equal to 
that of the Father, does not produce another 
intelligent being equal to himfdf ; and why are 
not perfons in the Goiheady in this manner, mul- 
tiplied ad infinitum ? If, for any incomprehenfible 
realbn, this myftcrious power of generation be pe- 
culiar to the Father^ why does it not ftill operate? 
Is he not an unchangeable being, the fame now 
that he was froni the beginnings his perfections 
the famd, and his power of contemplating them 
the fame ? Why then are not more fons produced ? 
Is he become ttyop^, incapable of this genera- 
tion, as the orthodox Fathers ufed to aik ? Or 
does it depend upon his will znd pleafure^ whe- 
ther he will exert this power of generation ? If 
fo, is not the Son as much a creature^ depend* 
ing on the will of the creator, as any thing 
elfe produced byliim, though in another manner; 
and this whether he be of the fame fubftancc, 
$^ov^io(, with him or not ? 

I fhould alfo like to. know in what manner the 
third perfon in the trinity was produced. Was it 

by 
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bf Atf joiM ewniqn of the two firft^ im the eofl^ 
lampbdon of their refpeAive perfcAions? H" 
to, why (Joes^ not the fame operatioo in them' pro- 
duce a/«ftr^ii &^» &c« &€• 

Admittiog^ hoWtvoTi this ftrange aCcoaot of 
the generattoa o£ the trinity (equal in abfurdity 
to any thing in the Jewifh cabaia) vis. that tk« 
perfonal exiftence of the fon ncceflkrily flows from 
the intelltdb of the Father exerted on itfetf, it 
certainly impKes^ a, virtual priority^ or fuperimij 
in tbe Father with refped to tHe Son v and no being 
caa be properly, Gcd who has any fuperior. In 
Ihortj your fcheme effe&ually overturns the doc* 
trine of the proper epmlity^ as we^ as that of the 
um^ of the three perfons in the trinity. 

Indeed» Sir^ had you lived in fome former 
tickliih times^ when words were more narrowly 
watched than they are now^ I think you would 
have run (bme rifk of being accufed of herefy^ 
for thus boldly making the fecond peribn in the 
trinity to be nothing^ more than an iffeff^ though 
the neoeflary effeft.of the Father's contemplation^ 
of his own perfe&ions* Far from this was Dn 
Waterland».and all the ftridt Athanafians of the laft 
age* They maintained that the trinity confided 
of three per fon S) all truly iudependenf o( ezch other. 
It is, indeed, very amufing to obferve how many 
totally difcopdant opinions^ fchemes as diftant from 
each other as light and darknefsjaU pa& (morihidnsf 

in 
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Xn ejus hie^kfe ^^ f^ |^A #Kh wc ^ye w> PQuixcUsi 
i^jpip3§, ,pr; CQpvqCanQps^ tq watch, cjy^f ijl^e faith.^ 
EaJM: itself is hardly mpre. yarioii^ th^n mpiid^m 
truihl ... , ! „ 

• • ■ • • ...... . ■ ; • ■ • « 

Hi. 

Ydu cannot but acknowledge that the proiper 
dbytOt of prayer is God the Fatter, vrhom you 
call the firft peHbn^ in the trimty. * Ihdeed, you 
iartnotv. find in thi. feriptures ^ny^^r^^/ that will 
auttorfee us ti> addrtfs ourfdVts''to'-any other 
perfoh^ nor any proper example cf iti Every thing 
that you can alkdgc to this porpofe^ as^ St^phen^ 
fliort ejaculatbiy addrefs to Ghrift,* whom he had 
juft before feen in Vifioni &c. is very inconfiderabfe. 
Oui»~Sa*iQUr himfdf always prayed to his feather, 
Htid with ^' muct hubiility a^ relignation as the 
mbft. dependent feeing Iti the umvcrfe dould pofiibly 
do ; always adiJrfeffing him as; his father^ or the 
mtharvf bis kekig ^ ^nd he dire^^ his difciples to 
pray to the famis great beings 'wb^ mfyi he fays, 

we ought to ferve. " 

« ». . . ' • ■ '■ - . 

' Had he intended to guard againft all miftakc oh 
this fubjcft, by fpeaking of God as the author of 
his being, i> the fame finfe in which he is the 
author of being to all men, he could not have 
done it more cxprcfsly than he hasj by calling 
him his father and our father, his God and our 
God. At the fame time he calls his difciples 

hA%bretf?ren*\ Go to my brethren^ and fay unto 

♦ ■ • ' ' ■ . ' .' ' ' 

• John XX. X7. 

.'.■'•••*■. » - . 

G thm^ 
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fbrn^ I afcend unto my father arid your fatiefy to nq 
God and your God. \ Can you, Sir, read thjis, and 
fay that we unitarians Wreft- the fcriptureiB, atnd 
and arc not guided by the plain fcnfc of them ? * 



t ' t 



^ Accwdingly, chc praftice of praying to 'the 
Father onjy, was long ttifliyci-fal in the chriftian 
church. The ftort addrcffcs cc> Chrift, as thofe 
in the Litany^ :Lotd have mercy m uSj Ckrift, J^ve 
mercy en i/j,^ being comparatively^ of late datc» 
In the Clementinte. liturgy, ^the plde^l: that is ex-, 
tant, Gontdnjcd in the ApofioUcd Confiiiutions, 
•which were proljably compofed about the 4th cen- 
tury, there ia no trace of any f^ch thing. . Origen, 
in a large treatife on the fubjeA of prayer, urges 
very forcibly the propriety of praying Q^the f^- 
cher only, and n0t to Chnftj ^nd as he gives 
no hints that the public fornos: of prayer had any 
thing reprehenfible in them in that refpeft, wc 
are naturally led to conclude that, in his ^ tiiTie, 
fuch petitions to Chrift were .unknown' in the 
public affemblies of chriftians; and fuch hold 
have early eftablifhed cuftoms on the rhinds of 
irieri, that, excepting the Moravians only, whbfc 
prayers ar6"alway s addrcfled to Chrift, the gene- 
ral pradice of trinitarians then^felves : is to pray 
to the father only. 

Now, pltaft. Sir, to confideron what^nWpi 
could this early and univerfal practice have been 
founded. What is there in your doftrine of a 
trinity, confifting of th^-ec equal perfons, to 

entitle 



dr.^ m il f it fi Y. 83 

tntlik the /fe/iter to thjlt diftiiiaion, mor<i than 
the Soui or ^e Spirit ? I dovlht not bm that^ toh^ 
lidering the thihg'ii^ rW/fc, ydl^^duffelf ^o^M 
hive thought that,' firice> of th^fc three pet^ti^^ 
it is the feiond^ that wa^ the »i^*tfr ^ftbe mrMl 
and that is ^imme^ate governor ^f it y he hilm. 
perfon df the three wii^ whom toe v&4zr^j9ii^ t» 
^0 i and therefore he ist that pierlbn to whom otxr 
prayers ought to be aiddrefied. This> I fboiukf 
thinks would have been a natuinal conclufiony even: if 
Chriil: had not been thought to be equal to the 
Father, but only the maker and the governor of 
the Vrofld tinder him ;* ruppoHrtg him to Have 
had power originally giv^eh him equal to-thfc 
making and governing of it, as I have Ihewp at 
large in my Diffuifitions on matter andjpirit, voKi* 
p. 376. For we fhould naturally look up to thtt 
being on jvhom we immediatdy depend ; know^ 
ing that it mv& be his proper pmvince to attend 
to us. 

If there fhould have been any reafon, in the na- 
ture of things, though uiidifcoverabie and ihcam- 
prehenfible by us» why the world fhould have been 
made and fupported by fbme being of commu- 
nicated power, and delegated authority, rather 
than by the felf-exiftent and f^pr^me being himr 
felf (and if the fa& be io^ there mufl have been 
Ibme good reafbn fbr it) that unknown reafon, 
whatever it be, liaturaHy prefents this derived 
being to us, as the proper objeA of our prayers* 
And I mufb obfenre once iiv)re, that a derived 

G 2 pre* 



^ I.. E: T. T « R $f T <? 

prfrtfxift^nt beiflg,::ftppfffrd |o-;gftiTOte the kt^f 
of JefiiS) and who ib Mt^fy ^em^lf<^ tbe 
WQ^ldb is a ci;c^|uue ^^ -HJiigiH^lpfi 4>njy, whofc 
f^eifteace is not: to be inferrfld, wii^ che les^ft ^ro^ 
)!E>vMr4bIe pretext, frooi.thft feriimKes, If th« facfed 
mrircfis i^ represent Qir^ .^ lMVifi|l^ pre^eiiiftffd 
«t a}l> tbeif ccxmrAfjfoppi^k^ him to be dae looker 
fif all ihifigs; : lua^thcHfe,^friefflrc, who pretf^i 
t0 nuiinfcaio the Atr^m hypothi^f^^ j^Hher fiflcrttijc 
ih'iC8io^ginM*id proper #xieiit> or elfe abandon 
k atoogetiiDer. i • ^ 
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;^ut fopp«?|Gng this ftcpndpferfpn in the trinily 

«d be out iiidf pfiinjcfciH maker; governor, m^ fip^I 

jmciger the propriety t>f praying tp hinti, «id w 

Jbito 'C;tclqfivfijy, i^ fo oi)WoU9» fhw no poi^idc: 

tution whatever wwlci have preycut^d the pn^ftice^ 

if fudh had ibe^r^he rei4 faieHef 'Of xhcc^viOf^ 

mofAd from Ith^ pegitit^g. That chFiftia/36 4id 

not do fo at firft, but prayed habitually to t}ie 

Father only, is, therefore, with me almoft a dc- 

monftration that dicy did not cdofider Orilft in 

diat light; but chat whatever they might thmk ^ 

of hiniy they :f did ivot regird him, as being |i 

-proper objeil .fif wcrfinfy and krenfequently not as 

poffefTed of the attrtbutes that are proper to con- 

ibitutehim one^ .and therefore not as truly Cffd. 

The petfuafion that he .was tridy God, aad that jj 

God^n whom we immediaoeiy depend, would un^ 

avoidably have drawn afi:er it the habitual pra&ice ^^ 

of praytng to him,, as it |ias- at length efiPe^bed 

with refpei^ ico tbeMoraviaais;! and in fpigfar of 

conftanc 
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.CO0ftailt uftg«, ahdigairift alJ fcnf)tai^ pree^t^afi^ 
eiiampic, tbepradice has more or^>lef!i prisVtiled 
wtttt all tnnuariaAS. Petnueh, we find by -his 
/r//i?ri,... generally, prayed td Ghrift J that jJiouis 
jtreatife; of Tboinas^-JCenipi»i on the imi fatten of 
Cbnifit confiibof hothiqg befidfes^addreifes to hinrfj 
and tbey coinpafe tbe gr^ler part of the iSfr^^gr 
in the Church of England. 

» * ' / • 

m * ' ■ * ' •% %~' r : ■ • '••*! 1 ' * 

. When t was fpy felf a trinitariaiv, I ■remembcnpray- 
'ing confcientioufi^ to aU-thec&ree perfons Without 
diftinftioD, cnJy beginning whh'the Father ;^ ^^i:rji 
Iffhat I myfelf did in the ferious fiaipKcity of niy 
heart; when youfitg^- ^would, J doubt not, h:aVe 
been done by. all chriftians froai the beginnings if 
their mkids had then been imprefied, as mine 
T»asi with the firm perfuafion that all the three 
perfpns were fully equal in power, wifdom, good- 
ncfci omnipre&nce, and all dtvtne attribute?. 
This argumencl recommend to your ferious con- 
fideration^ as ic tawith me afufficient proof, that 
originally Chri(^ was not coiifidered as a proper 
pbjedl of wprihip by chriftians, and confecjuently 
neither as God, nor as th? maker pr governor of 
the world under God. 

IV. 

I wi(h you would reflet a litde on the /ubjeflr, 
and then inform us what there is in the do&rine of 
the trinity, in it felf cor^deredj that can recommend 
4t as a part of a fyftem of religions (ruth* All 

G 5 ' that 
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ihgtcan be £iid for k is thatdie dofbrine, however 
igiprpbable in. itfelf, is neceiTar y to explain fome 
particular texts of fcriptuit ; and that if it bad^ not 
,b^n for thoTe p$rti4:uldr tex^s,/.we ihould have 
foumi no w^nt pf it... For there. isvoeither ai>y fa£k 
uimture^inoT any OQ^e pufpofe of morals (which ace 
the.ob^eftapdendof all religion) that requires it. 

Is not Qpe felf-exiftent, almightyi infinitely wife^ 
and perfectly good being, fully equal to the pro* 
duftiQff of all.thipg% apd alb to the fupport and 
government of the worlds which be has made? 
.A fecond perfon in the godhead cannot be really 
. wanted for this purpofe, as far as we can conceive. 

\ Whatever may be mea^t by the redemption of ike 
fvorldj is npt the b|eing who tnade it equal to that 
alfo ? If his creatpres o^end him, and by repent- 
ance aqd reformation becpmethe proper objefts of 
hi$ forgivenefs, is it not more natural to fuppofe 
that he has wifbin bimfelf^ % power of forgiving 
theni, and ofreftoring them to his favour, with- 
out the ilrange expedient of another perfon^i fully 
equal to himfelf, condefcending to aniqiate a human 
body, and dying for us ? We never think of any 
fimilar expedient in order to forgive, with the great- 
eft propriety and efFeft, offences committed by ou^ 
f:hildren againft ourfelves* 

Whatever you fuppofe to be the ule of a third 
perfon in the trinity, is npt the influence of the firfl: 
perfon fufiicicnt for that; alfo ? The dcfcent of the 

holy 
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J^oiy ipirk uppn the apoftles was %q e^iable them to 
yrprk miracles. But when our Saviour was 01^ 
earth, the Father within himy . and afting by him, 
did the fame thing,, - 

You alfo cannot deny that, exclufive of fome 
particular texts, the general tenor of fcripture does 
not fuppofe fuch a trinity a^ you contend fbr. . Is 
it not the general tenor of the Old and New 
Teftament, that the fupreme God hiipfelf, and hot 
any other perfon^fting under him, wa^ the proper 
maker of the world ; and that he himfelf, and not 
any ,other being, fupports and governs it ? Is not 
t^ lame great feeing, , the God and Father of us 
alf, and even the G(id and Father of our Lord Jefus 
Chrijiy reprcfented as forgiving the fins of his pe- 
nitent offspring /r^^^, and exhorting us to forgive 
as we ourfelves hope to be forgiven? And arj? 
we to require any ranfom, recompence, or atone* 
Vfitvit of a penitent brother ? r 

You will fay that there arc obfciire intimations 
of the doftrine of the trinity in the Old Tefta- 
menty as in God's faying. Let us make man, and let 
us go down and confound their language, &c. But even 
that literal interpretation of thefe expreflions which 
you contend for does not really favour your hypo- 
thefis. For then there mud have been at leall' 
two perfqtis concerned in making the world, and 
^fo two or more perfons muft have had that; 
intercourfe with mankind^ which you fay was the 
province of the fecond perfon in the trinity only^ 

G. 4 Tbe 
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fhe pltfrai riii^irtbcr fprmirtj^^he regal Ityiclh 
the Eaft, furmlbc^ a Very eafy explanarroti' of^l 
fuch texts as thefe; efjicciaily cbnfidcring, t\iat 
the word denoting God in Hebffw is in the pluf^ 
number. 

Why theni dtar Sir, AioyM you be fo defirous 
0%" retaining fucH a dd^rine as thiis of the ttinity, 
whfch yqu nVuit ickno^ledgf has ^n uncouth 
appearance, has aWays confounded thfe beflr rea- 
fbh of mankind, and drives Us t6 the pndefirable 
^dftririe of tnexpUcaMe mjjiisries ; to the gr^at 
offence qf Jews, Mahometans^ And unbeliever? 
in general, without fome ulrgent neccffity? Of 
two difficultiips We are always authorized to chufe 
the leaft i and why fhould we rifk the whole of 
chHftianity, for the Take of fo unnecefll^ry and 
undcrirable a part ? 

Try then whether ypu cahrtot hit upon ' fbme 
mctjiod or. other of reconciling a few particular 
text's,, not. pnly with common Jenfe^ but alfo with 
^he, general an^ the obvious tenor of the fcnptures 
iBemfelvfs. fn this .you will, no doubt, find 
iome.dimcurty at firft,^ from the effect of early 
imprefllbns^ and aflbciation of ideas ; but ai^ 
attention to the true idiom of the fcripture Ian- 
ffuage," with, fucli helps as you may want, but 
will* ^afily find, for the purpofe, will fatisfy "you, 
that the doftrihp of the trinity furnifties no prd|)e'r 
clue to the right underftanding of thofc texts^ but 
will .on'ly Terve ?o miflcad pu. 



Dr.- H 6 R S L E Y. 98 

['' In the tneahr tjipe, this do^iAc of the trinity 
liiWkrs lb diClgitfeable an afped, that I thirfk cyrty 
fiaibnablc man muft fay With the exccUfchtf AM- 
bifhop TiUotfort; with reffyfeft to the Athaiiafian 
creed, f I wiHit^e w^rc well nd of it/' This i^ 
pot letting up reafon againft the fcriptures, but re- 
conciling reafon with the fcriptures, and thfe fcrip- 
tpres with themfelves. On your fchcmc they are 
irreconcilably at variance. 

V. 

In a mode of writingi altogether improper in 
a ferious difcourfe^ you ridicule the Socmian in- 
Cerpretations of feriptiire^ as unnatural^ and con* 
trary to their obvious meaning ; and after a long 
efiuftfieration of things which you fay may be dear 
fo Hty afp<s!hittfim^ but, Mrhich you infinuate can 
never be ck^ to the apprehenfion of any man ; 
you add, p. 14. ^ But to others, who have not 
" fagacity to difcern that the true meaning of an 
^ ihfpired writer muft be the revcrfe of the na- 
^* turai and obvious fcnfe of the. expreffions 
which lie employs, the force of the conclufion, 
that the primitive chrrftians could not believe 
*' our Lord to be more than a mere man, becaufe 
** the apoftles had told them that ihe was the crea- 
" tor of the univerfe, will be little underftood." 

In anfwer to this, which I fuppofe you intend- 
ed for ifr^, ahd which I fhall not endeavour to 
jctorr, I fKa|l content myfelf with taking the 

very 
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ycry text which you pffpdpce, as the nuA difficult 
.jfor an unitarian .to reconcile to bi5« opinion, and 
fhtw yoi? expreflions in itiwhii^ ^t is . abfolptply 
•^OifiJ^k for you to .a(;cc!mmocja^e.t;o your 9w,p 
prin^plesv wifhout, to adopt your own langu^g^ 
" making the true meaning of the writer the very 
" reverfe pf the natural and obvipua fcnfe of fhe 
?* e^preflipns wbiph he epploys/' . 

• ■ - • » 

The paflage, which is of your own feleftion, 
IS Coll. i. 15. &c. in which Paul affirms that 
Chrift is the image of ibe invijibk God^ and the 
firji bom of every creature-^ and yet you make 
hiirt not the image of God, but God bimfelf^ and 
fo far from being a cre^iture^ that he is the creator 
pf all things. ProdiJCe any Socinian interpretation 
of a text of fcripture more direftly contrary to its 
obvious meaniqg, if yo^.i»can. Whatever difficulty 
an unitarian may find in accommodating the latter 
part of the paflage to his fentiments^ you myft find 
niuch more to accommodate the former part to the 
Athanafian dp^riqe. And I will venture to fay, 
that for one text in which you can pretend to 
find any thing harlh pr difficult to me, I will 
engage to prodyce teq that mqft create more 
difficulty to you. 

How ftrangeiy muft you torture the plaineft 
language, and in which there is not a (hadow of 
figure J to interpret tp your purpofe, i Tim. ii. 5. 
There is one Gody and one medi(^or h^ween Gp4 
md many the man Qbriji Jefus 5 i, Cor, vii^. 6. 

to 
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fV us there is but one Gpd^ the Fatb&r^ of'mhom 
are aU things^ and we in bim ; and me Lard Jefus 
Chrifij by whom are all things^ and we by bim ; 
or that exprdfibti of our Saviour himfelf, John 
xvii, 3. Tbat they might kno^ the^ the onlytrus 
God^ and Jefus, Cbrifi whom tboU baft fent;. Never 
iq>biaid us unitarians with torturing the fcriptures, 
while yoq have thefe, and a hundred other plain 
tats to ftrain at, and bend to your Athanafian 
hypothefis; befides many general arguments from , 
itafon, and the fcripturcs, of more real force than 
any particular textS) to anfwer. . v , 

VI. 

There is fomething inexplicable and not to be 
accounted for in the condqft of fcveral of the 
evangelifts, indeed all of ^ them, upon the fup- 
polition of their having entertained the fame fenti- 
ments concerning Chrift that you do. Eaqh[ t)f 
the gofpels was certainly intended to be a fufEcicnt 
inftru£tion in the fundamental principles of the 
doftrine of chriftianity. But there is nothing that ^ 
can be called an account of the divine or even the 
fuper-angelic nature of Chrift in thp gofpels of 
Matthew, Mark, or Luke ; and allowing ;hat there 
may be fome colour for it in the introdqftion of 
f he gofpel of John, it is rpmarkable that there are 
many paflages in his gofpfl which arc decifiv^ly in 
favour of his fimple humanity. 
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Now thefe evangelifts could not imagine that 
cither the Jews or the Gentiles, for whofe ufe the 

gofpels 
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gofpels were written, would ftand in no need <iF 
inf^mation on a fubjeft of fo miv:h important 
and which was fo very remote from the apprd^ 
heniions of them both ; and which would at the 
feme time have fo eflFcftqally covered the refroa(h^ 
vfthecrofsy which was continually obrjcftcd to the 
chriftians of that age. If the do<9.rine of the trinity 
be tfrue, it is, no doubt, in the highcft degree 
important and intcrefting. Since, thetefore^ the 
evangelifts give no certain and diftind attu}vint 
of it, and fay nothing of its importance» it 
may be faf^ply inferred that if was unknown to 
them. 



Why was not the doftrine of the trinity taught 
as explicitly, and in as definite manner, in the New 
Teftament at leaft, as the doftrine of the divine 
unity is taught in both the Old and New Tcftajnents, 
if it be a truth ? And why is the doftrine of the 
unity always delivered in fo unguarded a manner, 
and without any exception made in favour of the 
triftity, to prevent any miftake with refpeft to it, 
as is always now done in our orthodox catechifms, 
creeds, and difcourfes on the fubjed ? For you 
cannot deny but the doctrine of the trinity looks 
fo like an infringement of that of the unity, oa 
which the grcateft poflible ftrefs is always laid in 
the fcriptures, that it required to be at leaft hinted 
at, if not Well defined and explained when the 
divine unity was fpoken of. You are content, 
however, to build fo flrange and inexplicable a 
do&rine as that of the trinity upon mere inferences 

r from 
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from cafual es^reffiqns* land 4::annot pretend t^ 
pne clear, expref^, wd unequivocal lefibn on the 
fubjeft. 

-■ * • 

1. ' . . 1 • ... , , 

There arc many, very many . paffages of fcrip- 

ture, which inculcate the doftrine of the divine 

unit^r in the.cleareft and ftrongeil manner. Produce 

.one fuch.pai^gp in favour of the trinity, if you 

can. . And why (hould we believe things fp 

myfterious without the cjeareft aiid moft exprefe 

evidence r 

« * 

VII. 

I woyld farther recommend it to your confidc- 
. ration, Iiqw the apoftles copld continue to call 
.Chrift amo/n^ as they always, do, both in the book 
jOf Ads, and in their epiftles> after they had dif- 
coyercd him to be God. After this it muft Mvc 
been highly degrading, unnatural,, and improper, 
nottvithftanding his appearance in human form. 
Cuftom will reconcile us to ftrange conceptions 
of things, and very unfouth m^ode$ of Ipcech; 
but let us take up the matter aJb initio^ and put 
ourfelves in the place of the apoflles and firft 
difciplcs of Chrift. • : . , 

Thev certainly faw and convcrfed with him at 
.firft on the fuppofition of fii^ .being a man^ as 
much as themfclvcs. Of this tl^cre can be no 
doubt. Their furprize, therefore, upon being 
informed that he was not a m^n^^but really God, 
or even the maker of the world under God, would 
, u be 
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t)e JTifE as great as oiirs would now be on difco< 
Vcring that any of our acquaintance, or at leaft: a 
very good man and a prophet, was in reality 
God, .or the maker of the world. Let us con* 
fider then how we Jhould feel, how we fhould 
behave towards fuch a perfoh, and how we ihould 
fpcak of him afterwards. No one, I am conft- 
dent, would ^vcfr call th^t being a man^ after h« 
1*ras corivihccd that he was God. He woul4 
always fpeak of him in a manner fuitaible to hrs 
proper rank. 

Suppofe that any two men of our acquaint- 
ance (hould appear, on examination^ to be the 
angels Michael and Gdbriel ; ihould we ever aftdr 
this call them men f Certainly not. But we Ihould 
naturally fay to our friends, " thofe two perfons 
" whom we took to , be men, are hot iv^, but 
•^ angels in difguife.** This language would be 
natural. Had Chrift, therefore, been any thing 
more than man before he came into the world, 
and efpecially had he been God, or the makc!r 
of the world, be never could have been j or have 
been confidered as being, a man, while he was in 
it i for he could not diveft himfelf of his fupcriot 
iand proper nature. Hqvftvcr dijguifed, he would 
always, in faft, have been whatever he had been 
before, and woi^ld fiave been fo ftiled by all wh6 
truly knew hm;/' 



'./ 



Leaft of all^wbuld Chrift have been confidered 
f$ a mw in reafoning and argument ation^ though 
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liis cx&rnal appearance Aould h^ve fo ftF^put 
men off their guard, as td lead* them to give him 
that appellation. ' Had the apoftle Paul confidcred 
Chrifl: as being any thing more than i*mfltii Vkh 
refpeft to his ^atiirCj he cioiild' never hare urged; 
With the leaft propriety, oreffe^l, xh^it as by mji 
came deiitb^fci'by fnan cafni dfo the rtfurreifi()k of 
tht'dead: ;Fof it' might hkvt bfeea upanry/di-ably 
replied, *^ This is not the cafe ;foi» indeed by mart 
^Vcomcs derith, but not by man, but bykiod; 
^' or the creatbr of man under God> comes the 
*^ refurreftion of the dead/* 

■ ., . ■■• ' VIII. ■ ■••■ •.:.''■■ 

r 
« - - • " _ ■• 

_. . r i t 

There i&alfo another contideradon wbich I would 
recommend to tyou who maintain ^hat Chrift. was 
qtihcr God, or the maker of the world .und^r God.' 
X% is. this. The manner in which our Lord fpeaks 
of himfelf, and of the power by which he worked 
miracles, is inconfiftent, according to the common 
.CQiiftru(Sion of language, with the idea of his . 
being pofiefled of any proper power of his owwi 
more than other men had. 

If Chrifl: was the maker of the world, and if, 
in the crearion, he exerted no power but what 
properly belonged to himfelf, and what was as 
much his oion as the power of fpeaking or walking 
belongs to man (though depending ukimately upoa 
that fitpreme power in which we all Jive, and 
move, and have our being) he could not with any 
• " • propriety. 
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piflp^, and ^o«i kn9vin§,that,hen)Mft W 
piifpi^prftopd, have fa^. that ^ Umjetf ^ f?jK/i 
4a^h\niy W| the mi^r is which he Jpq^ie mre nst 
bii.^My and tlM J^e. father wifhm bim\did tfii 
'omks* ..For if any ' qrdinsfy. rwn^ doing what 
pther -nien ufually dp, ihovild appjy dus language 
to himfclf, ^d fay tjiat it w^ not he that fpai^e or 
aflsed, but Qod who fpake and a^ed by him> ana 
|;b^f; Qtberwife he wa? not enable of farfpfakipg.pr 
afting at all;, we lboij|d fiot forppl^ to fay that hi? 
lapgua^e was cithpr fopWi|:ical, pr eife downright 
falfc or blafphemdus. * . . 

If this conclufion would be juft upon the fuppo- 
fition that Chrift had created all things, working 
miracles by a power properly his own, though 
feived ultiniatdy From God, riiucTi niore-force 
has it on the fuppofition of his working mii*aclcs by 
a power hot do^ivcd from any beiAg Whatetref^ 
but as much originaily in himfclf as the powe^.OT 
the Father *. .' ' 
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It would alfo be a fliockittg abufe rf language^ 
and would warrant any kind of deception and im^ 

* That Chrift was not the I'eal maker of the world, but God 
the Father only, without the aid or inftrumentality of any 
other being whatever^is abundantly evident f/pm:^)^XcripQ]re€^. 
For a moft fatisfaitory propf of this I refer my readers to Mr. 
liindfey's Sequel to hit Jpology, ch. ix. p; 451. 

If it be faid that ihh great pre-iexiftent being Was divefted 
of his former powers when he becfime nMm ; i4 may be afted. 
What ufe wa« there of fuch a being 1? Why might pot n ineije 
man have anfwered the purpofe, if this, fup^rior being muft be 
reduced to the date of many in order to a£t his part on. earth 
with propriety ? * 

pofition) 
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pofitiorij if Chrift could be fuppofcd to fay^ fbfii 
his Father was greater than be^ and at the fame 
time fecredy mean only his human natfirei vthexzti 
his divine nature was at the fame time fuliy equal 
to that of the Father. Upon the fame principle 
a man might fay, that Chrift never fuffeced, thlt 
he never died, or rofe again from the dead, mean- 
ing his divine nature only, and not his human. 
Indeed, Sir, there is no ufe in langu^^ not any 
guard againU deception, if fuch liberties as thef<^ at^ 
to be allowed^ .■ 

Voii muft, Sir, be much at a lofs, indeed, for 
arguments in fupport of your doctrine of the trinity* 
>hen you look for any thing like it in heathen 
antiquity. " TJie notion of a trinity,'* you fay, p. 
44j " more or lefs removed from the purity of the 
** chriftian faith, is found to be a leading principle 
*' in all the ancient fchools of philofbphy, and in 
/^ the religions of almoft all nations \ and traces of 
*' an early popular belief of it appear erch in the^ 
*' abominable rites of idolatrous worlhip. I'heir 
*« information concerning it," you fay, p. 45^ 
"could only be dra>yn from tradition, founded 
*' upon earlier revelations** (meaning than thofe of 
Moles) '* from the fcattcred fragments of the «n- 
" cient patriarchal creed, that creed v^hich was uni- 
** verfal before the defedipn of the firft idolfiters^ 
** which the corruptions of idolatry, grofs and enor- 
" mous as they were;, could never totally obliterate. 

H *• Thus 
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^*«'Tbi» the daftrinc of the trinity is rather cm- 
^ firmed than diicredited by the fufi^ra^ df the heathen 
^* Ages -, iifuse the refemblance of the chriftian faith, 
^* and the pflf^an phiiofophy, in this article^ when 
^^ fittrly istra'pretedy appears to be nothing lefs than 
. *^ the conictkt of the latefi; and earlieft revekidons/' 



troobUng you with asy remarks upon 
the ** joinfciwotflilp of Jupiter^ Juno, and Minetva, 
.^Vtke triad/' as you call them, '^of the Roman 
^^ capitol,'* or the three mighty o^i es^ in Samo- 
thrace, to which you fay, p. 44^ they may be 
traced ^ and the worfhip df which in that place you 
fuppoie, with Eufebius, to be earlier than the days 
of Abraham *, I fay^ witliout troubHng ydu with any 
remarks upon this tnoft obfeure part of head^n 
mythology, concermng which thert ate many opt- 
ions, and your*s I think the leaft probable of them 
all, I will only a^ ybu three queftions, to whieh I 
• beg your explicit ar^wer. 

Firft, f f there be fo many traces of tfee doftrine 
of die trinity ih the heatten phibfophy, and in the 
heathen Vvorfhip, why are there no more of them to 
be found in the Jewift fcriptures, and in the ^emlk 
worfliip ? Secondly, If there be foch tr^es of the 
dodlrine of the trinity in the jewi(h writings ^nd 
worOHp, how came the Jews^ in our SaWdtir'^ time, 
and al4 the inxly of the Jewifii laatim)) tt> this day, 
mt to difeoTer thefe traces^ Thirdly, If the 
Jews hAd betn once in the |>oflfeffiOft of ihii 
knd^kdge^ km had loft it in chft, lime of^ 0U^ 

Saviour, 
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Soviow, y^y cktd* a&t lie^ wJto m5ttiied ottlif ^ 
abnfesj redtfy thk, the mofl: knfKKiaiiir •of thtm^ 
all ? TertulKan was fo £ir from knaginiiig that thi* 
worihip of the trmit^ was kaown t2> tiie Jewi^ 
that^ as I ha^o obfervedy to). L p« 6ay lie imkoi 
the knowledge of the trvoitjr |«tuliar w tli^ dtriA* > 
tian difpenfaciod. The fanaa wis the opkiioti of 
AthanafiuS) and I bc£eve the Fathtrt in gttotd. 

As to the triwf of Plato, wbatcrer f ou Or f- 
may knoW^ or may aoc know^ comttntng, k^ it 
was otitaioiy a tfa^ng i»ry unKke your Athmadaii. 
do&rine i for it was never imagined that tha cblW 
component members of that trinity were either 

€ff£l to eacb oAttf or ftrii^ %nking oMe. 

• • • . ' 

Evscry acoempt that has yet been mad€ m eg^Mfif 
iStA doftrioe of the trinity I fcr&^Ie apt i^ €ail 
an mfult an the oommm ienfe of mafikidid.' 
Wiien I read that of your's mentioned atbove, -^i^ 
<hac tho Father is the fauntaiA of deity^ and ihM 
the £scmd pisrfan kx tke trinity w^s pfddueed lyf 
the firft perlon amcempbttog bis own pirf^idmj 
I can h»Uy help faiicyfiig chK I am g(it biek W^ 
thetiery darkeiJt of die d^k ages, br at leaft thiS i 
am midkig Feaer LoaubcB^ l^bMn^ Aqtf liJas^^ di' 
Dims 8eoSiis« 

tThcre h dfo» Sir^ a ddf fadie doAriAe t/f irdnjkif^ 
peMiatiou^ mi if yo«f wotAd try you^ IkfH, you 
would find ihaCy wiA tke faiM kiitd of argtsmerit^ 

Hz from 
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ffQfh-r^fon and fcriptujrc, you would be.juftas 
sjfik an advocate . for the one, as you are for the 
other., The learned catholics at the time of the 
r^ormatibn thought tliat they trod on as firm and 
^jhse. gnound in defending the latter, as you now 
do in defending the former, The two doftrines 
arc fo nqarly. akb, that they cannot bear a long 
feparatioiL Tbcy^diflfer. only inahis, that the doc- 
trine of tranfubftantiation implies a pbyfical impqffi- 
hlityi whereas that of the trinity, as unfohied in 
the ,j&thahafian creed impHes zmaihmai teal ont ; 
^. CO this only we.ufually give the name of 



I am .truly concerned to find by your Cbargey 

publifhed at the requeft of the refpeftable body of 

Q€>i:gy to whom it was delivered, that the do&rinc 

of a trinity ji in its moft objcftion^ble form, muft.bc 

maintained at all events by the proper members of 

tfee- church of England, as its moft facred pallar 

^um; Other divines of your church have attempted 

to: explain and palliate it, fo that it might be hoped 

tnat, in time, it would have been explained away^ 

^l\d loftj and. at length have been ftruckoutof 

your articles and forms of worfhip ; whereas now; 

it, feems,-it is to be maintained in all its rigour; 

and as you recommend the writings of Bp. BulU 

without exception, I prefume you approve of hi$ 

Defence 'pf the dammotj ctauft in the Athanafian 

iaeed (indeed you mention this among his mofl: 

^valuable works) and this in my opinion, is going 

Wck into all the darknefs and horror of popery. 

• c 1 -. . 4 But 
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But as you cannot bring back thofe timeSy your 

damnatory claufes, and excommunication^ will 

now have little effeft.* Yet as there are liberal 

fentimencs in your performance, I am willing to 

hope that, on re-confideratibft, you Will/ at leaft, 

retraft your recommendation of that piece of your 

favourite author. 

y 

However, next., to the church's reforming, itfejf 
in this important article, it is to be wifhcd by all 
the true friends of reformation, that your terms cf 
communion J p. 71^ may be univerfally underftood. 
and adhered to; for then I^m confident that a 
majority of the thinking clergy, whbfe fentimehts 
on tlys fubjeft are in general, I belfeve, tho^ df 
Br. Clarke, or Arian, and many of them SociAian^ 
would quit your communion at once. And inthat 
cafe I have little doubt but that the characters and 
abilities of thofe *eje3ed cUr^ would be found to 
be fuch as you could not now bear the want -of 1 
and then either a reformation, invita eccltfia\ WA 
total diffolution of the hierarchy, would unmeik, 
iliatcly follow. .,.:..: . : ;. 

I arn> 8f c. 



H 3 



...... , s. ^^ 


"... ^ i 











^ot 1/ t T T B R S ; TO 



LETTER Vllt. 

I. 

I 

Dear Sir, 

TO vindicate Eufebius, or his author, it\ 
aflferting that Theodotus was the firft who 
•dVanccd the dodrine of Chrift being a mere man, 
^ou fay, p. 37, *" IThat Th€od<itas in this article 
J" fo ftt furpalTed the carKer herefigrchs, that the 
•^ merit of being the iriT^encor of the mere huma- 
*• nity, in the predfe and full meaning of the 
^ ;words, is with great propriety and truth afcribed 
** to him. When the Cerinthiaus and the Ebionites 
** affirmed that Jefus had no exiftence previous tfli 
•* Mary's conception, and that he was literally ancj 
♦^^hyfically the carpenter's ion, it might joffly 
^ be (aid of them, that they afferted the mere 
^ liumanity of the redeemer : cfpecially as it could 
«• not be forefeen, that the impiety would ever 
^* go a greater length than (his, of afcribing to 
•* him an origin merely human. Thefe heretics 
•• however went no farther, as I conceive than to 
*^ deny our Lord's original divinity : they admitted 
^^ I know not what unintelligible exaltation of his 
** nature, which took place, as they <:onccived, 
^ upon his afcenlion, by which he became no leis 

♦^'^ objc^ «f worfliip than if his nature had been 

5* originally divine/' 

Thw 
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TkiSy 9^ far «s I know^ i) adv^Kcd im yinu^ 
own authority only. Jdefire to koow where you 
find that t\i^ ^hionite^ p^id any kind of adomcioa 
to Chriftf ^fc^r hp. w«» gT^en^pd xo heaven^ foofe 
than Tbf odotw did. As the extrMrdioary powei 
cooimunicated to Chrtft while he was on e^u-ch d^ 
not ttiake his naiure nnor^ than hiMiaA, fi> neither 
could any power eonferred upon him after bit 
afcenfion \ and if Cod alone ia dve ^oper ob)eA 
of worfhipi Chriit> being ftill tfot God, k as lAl<» 
proper an obje£k of wotftiip now, as be was be-^ 
fpr^j^ U any ancient unitarianiB worfliipped Chrift 
after his afcenGon (of which I believie there ta n4 
evidence) Theodotus might do it, and the £bi« 
onites noighi oot, far jony thing that appears' to 
the oointrary. SQcinns prayed to Chrift, tho<|0li 
he confidered him as ai mere mani ia his fSrefirot 
exalted jftate. 

# 

As to your fuppofitioo that Tbeodocos migbt 
be the &x(i perfon whQ taught the unuar ia^ doo^^ 
trine in Rome, which is a ftooad plea wiiidi you 
advance for the credit of Eufebius, he himfelf fays 
nothing about it. And as TertuUian fays that in 
his time the unitarians were the ^r^ater fart otibfi 
telieversy it is highly improbable that there mould 
be none of them at Home, where there was a 
conflux of all reKgion^^ a^d of all k&s. 

* ^ 

You here fpeak of the itnfiety of the uniuriani. 
Before you repeat any exprelTio/is of this kiod,., I 
beg you woufd paufe a little, and conflder how 

H 4 fuch 
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fuch language might be retorted upon yourfelf. - Jf 
it be impiety to reduce a Ood to the ftate of a man, 
is it not equally impious to ratfe any man to a ftate 
of equality with God» that God who has declared that 
he will hot :give: his glory to another, who has no 
i^Ual, and who in this refpefi ftiles himfelf a jealous 
God ? This you may. fay refpe£b the: gods of the 
heftthens. -But what "were the heathen gods^ but 
f*ither the fun, moon, and ftars, or dead men, all 
creatures of God, and deriving their power from 
him ? And if Chrift be not God, he muft be a 
creature of God too ; for there can be no medium 
t>etween creature and cfcatof . . 

I do not call it impiety in you, but it founds 
unpleafantly in my ears, to apply, as you do, the 
term h^ly Father to Athanafius. The catholics, I 
J)elieve, apply it to Ignatius Loyola. Our Saviour 
applied it to his God and Father, and I wi(h it ha4 
always remained Co appropriated. It is high time 
|o drop that ftylc, even with refped to a more holy 

|xuin than Athanafius was. 

< 

In a worjc of great variety and extent, I was wejl 
pware that I could not expcft to efcape all over- 
fights \ but I was confident they could not be qf 
piuch cohfequence. The expeditation has been 
verified in both its parts. You have fct n^e right 
yiith refp^ft to the exaftnefs pf ^wp of my quo- 
tatiqns}, and I ftiould have thanked you for if, 

if 
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if you had noted the ovcrfights with good^ftttireF ; 
which would have done you ho difcredit, and' 
aii^t not have kflfened the weight of your anim* 
adverfions. . j 

^ But in fomeof the cafes in wjiich you pretend ro 
fet me rightj you are much more miftakenthan 
I have been. This is particularl/the cafe with refpeA' 
txf your cenfure of Dr. Clarke and myfelf, con- 
iOerning the pi^ty afcribed to the ancient unitarians 
by Origcn. 1 iiave lately procured the original, 
^d I appeal to our readers whether you have not 
nufreprefented (he h£k^ afid not Pr. Clarke^^ or 
myfelf. 

, You fay, p, 34, that *♦ Origen fays, net that 
•> they were pious, bu^ that they boafted that they 
** were pious, or afFcfted piety.. Piety," you 
add, ^* and the a(fed:ation of piety, belong to 
^ oppofite charafters.*' According to you, there- 
fere, Origen confidered thefe unitarians as impious 
perfons, the very reverfe of pious. But if the 
paflage be carefully infpefted, it will appear that 
Origen, notwithftanding he ufes the word t^x^pLiv^u 
was far froni reprefenting thefe ancient unitarians 
^s only pretending to piety ^ and hoajiing of it ; but 
(confidered them as perfons who really dreaded Icaft, 
\>j admittiilg Chrift tp be God, they (hould infringe 
ppon the honour thaf was due to the Father only, 

*^ By thcfe means,** he fays, " may be explained 
(hat which greatly dilturbs many perfpns, who 

plc^d 
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pl^ a priocipU; of fjietjr* wd who fiwr '* (o mjikie 
** .wo Ggd& *.'* H? afterwards jre!cur3 tp the fame 
fi^je^, smd kurodoces ic as an oii^e^oo of perfoosi 

\vith whom he would not trifle, and whom be waa 
far from charging with hypocrify. ** But fince,'' 
1^ f^ysy ^^ it h probable tfaat maoir meij be 
«« a$en4ed> becaufe we ky cbae ^np 13 the tmen 
V God, n^ifiiely ihe Fathc9-» and beildoi tbisixiiQ 
<^ Cod there are many who are imde Gods bjr 
^> partidpa&ion i fearing that the gjpry of htm, 
\^ whp excels all creaoures, ihould be brou|^ down. 
^ %o that of others^ who attsined thi^ ap^Uation of 
*^ Gods* &c t'"- On the whole^ thctrfcare, I dank 
that Origcn muft have thought as rcfpeftfully <£ 
thefe early unitarians as I had reprefented him to 
dp^ a94 ^^^ he really conftdcyted tfaeo; 2^ obje<£ting 
tip th$ dodlnoe of the dmoity of Chrift from the 
yery bcft principle** 
t 

. Jatranflatiog the pafi^e in Thcophifys, ia whkh 
p^nttpn is made of Gpd's fpeaking to nothing but 
t|ia own mird aod mfdom^ I iqadveiitenriy ufed the 
liarticle jqt for audy as you obferve> p« 4$ ; but 1 
do oo( fee b(»w t^ right traoilatiian i> ^t all lefs 

fofttm ^vo AFA^opeu^cti ^izi. doinment. ia Johamiexn, 
Idit. Htiett!, rol. ii. p. 46. 

favourable 
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fAVourable to my argUmenc, aff ft: may ftill iae in^ 
tcarpret»d of God's fpeaking; as it vmvCy to btMtfi^i 
or to bis ^wn attrihutes^ and by QO means neceffarily 
implies that the w^rd and mjdfim g£ God were dif«« 
ttnft perfans. However, I have o(lier inftances m 
praof of what I have advanced that ace nocliabh to 
any charge of ambiguity, which it thtrdbre behoved 
ycHT to confider. ' « 

I alfo miftranftated a fifntsmde in'Httophiius^ cm* 
ceraing his trinity, it was in eonfeqaence of hit 
ufing a lingular verb inftend of a plufial \ but I .kml 
po doabt of your iranOation, p. 59, being righc« 
and fliaU adopt k/'fam^^ ftillv however, fully fadf- 
&d, that neither ''Hkophfilulr, nor any porfon of hU 
age^ made a pfOpir friniiy of perfofis m tht Gcihisi% 
Ibr they bad do idea of the perfi^ tquaHty of- tht 
iecojid and tl^id perfons to the ftrlt. 

You fay, p. 6r, " that they fcrupled not toaferiba 
** an equal divinity to all the three perfons.*' If by 
^ual M^idty you m^an ^ne^ing that might be 
equally matted dhine^ chough in a difierem i^fe, t 
admit it \ but that wUi make notiiing for your tiir 
nity. And that the lathers before the Council of 
Nice aflertied, in the m^ expiitit manner, the fth 
periority of the Father co the Son, iee my third 
^ion, in which jr<)a wiU Iwi un^fwerable proof 

' Whenever tkit Anteniceae Others uftd die wm 
(SW ^Qlmely> tk^ always meant the Father oiity, 

4 as 
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as yon do not^deiiy. But if, in their idea, the Fa- 
ther had been no more entitled to the appellation of 
God than the Son, or the Spirit, they would cer- 
tainly have confined the ufe of the word God to ex* 
pi«fs divinity in general^ and have ufed the word Fa^ 
tber, and not Gody when they really rtieant.the Father 
onlyv cxcluGvely of the two other perfons. Had there 
been no proper correlative to the word Son^ as a per- 
fon, your explanation might have been attended to, 
but ^fince t)te terrh Father is pSrfeftly correlative to 
the term Sofi^ and as familiar, it would certainly have 
been ufed-by them to denote the Father, as well as 
the term Son to denote the Son. It is natural, 
therefore, to conclude that their cuftom of ufing 
the term God to denote the Fathei: only, was. de- 
rived to them from earlier time$, Jn vrhich no other 
than the Father was deemed to be God, in any pro- 
per fenfe of the word. This language was conti-» 
nued long after, from a change of ideas, it ceafed 
to be proper. \ 

Very happily, the wotd God- is ftrll, in commoa 
ufe,' appropriated to the Father, fo that none but 
profefled Theologians are habitually Trinitarians, 
and. probably not even thefe ' at ail times ; and 
while the fciiptures are read without thfe comments 
of men, the Father alone will be confidered as God,- 
TOd the fole objed of worfliip, exclufively of the. 
Son or the Spirit. But while a different doflrine 
is taught in chriftian fchoois, and continually held 
up to the world in the writings of chriftian divines, 
thofe who are not chriftians^ and who will not take 

the 
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the pains to ftudy the fcriptures themfekes> muft 
receive a very unfivourable impreffion of our re- 
ligion ; and the manifeft abfurdity and impiety of 
our dodrine v^ill effeftually prevent its reception 
by them. 1 therefore think it of the greatcib 
confequence to chriftianity, that this do&rine of the 
trinity (which I confider as one of its mod radical 
corruptions) fhould be renounced, in the molt open, 
and unequivocal manner, by all thofe whofe minds^ 
are fo far enlightened as to be convinced chat it 
is a corruption and an innovation in the chriftian 
do&rine, the reverfe of what it was in its primitive 
purity; and that they Ihould -exert themfelves to 
enlighten the minds of others. 

I am, &c. 



mmatrnt 



The concluding Letter. 

Dear, Sia,. 

I HAVE now finiftied my reply to your anim- 
advcrfions on my Hijiory^ ' omitting nothing 
that I think to be of any confequence to . your 
argument. If you '^ftould think that I have over- 
looked any thing material, and pleafe to point it 
^w to me,* I will anfwer it as explicitly as I can :, 
for 1 hope that' this will only be the beginning of 
oar oorrefpondence on the fubjeft, as I would 
gfladJy^xlifcafs'it with you in the ftilfcft; manner. 

I only 
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I only wifli for your oWrt falic> and for the mort 
advantageous inveftigation . of the truths that you 
ivoiild drop that farcaftic manner of writings which 
is fo coofpicootts in the greater part of your pet*' 
formance, and I fliould thilik peculiarly impmper 
fog the occafum on which it was compoied That 
mode^ <tf writing is alfo iiKXmfiftcsn with the coni'^ 
^iments you rometimes pay me» uokfs you mcam: 
tfaem CO be if omca) aUb« 

Some of thofe compiiments are, I think, rather 
ijEnimidciity and unfavourable to your purpofe. ^^ la 
pittbfophicai fiibjefta," you fay, p* 29, ** Dr. 
Prieftley would be the laft to reafon from prin- 
ciples aflumed without proof. But in divinity 
and ecclefiaftical hiftory, he expeds that his 
" own aflertion, or that of writers of his own 
perfuafion^ however uiuniormed or prejudiced, 
fhould pafs with the whole chriftian world for 
pioof of the boldeft affumptions." 
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You Ihould, indeed Sir, be cautious bow you 
lay thefe things before your readers ^ becauiii it is 
very pofllble that they may draw a very difimfeat 
cotMclufion from^ them 1 and think that^ if I baV% 
been fo cautious, and fo^ AiOGefsful in the invoft^j^ 
tion of truth in one pravii^^ I may, having iht 
fame talents,' nuke the faone Aiccefsful applicsitiQfl 
of them in other provinces. For the {j^f^^ mental 
kaiifs^ generally accompany the iame «Ki^ id 
every icene of life, and in evf ry mode of e?mtioii« 
Your readers,' ^lerefare^ may think it ver;y iinpr^^ 

bable 
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bMe that a work written with b much cme ^nd 
flriltrntion^ by fuch a perfon as you deftribc itir^tQ 
bt^ Ihoald deferve the ch^adter trhich yoo gire of 
•iDine* /" Nb work," you faiy, p. 66, *!* wtt 
^' ever fent abroad under the title of biftory^ xon^ 
^* tasning lefi<if truth than his, id propoitiou to iti 
'^ volumi:/' The paflages which I have quoted,^pi 
44 1 1. 14. and 69^ are groia andtcoarfe ifiibJts^ but 
they aiFed yourfelf only, and not me. This is inore 
extraordiriary, as in other parts of xour ilrorki 
you write with great candour apd liberality;, Ypuf 
conclufion I particularly admire. My addrefstoyou 
Oft the fubje^ of niS4fify was uniformly r«f^e£iful. 

It Was particularly illiberal ia ycHi, and vbat 
I am willing to hope yov "mW ^¥er repeat^ $^ 
uie the ti^rov imvmkle^ p% ftS, in peaking «f (1^ 
places of p^b^ic worfl^p^ idr which, I an4 N&» 
Lindfey officiac^* Would not thai c^atcinpr 
tu9Ma appellation have applfi^ ^ually wall 19 
the focieties of the primitive chriftians^ or t^ 
tfaofe of all iha diiTeaters from the church of 
Rome b«^e tkf: reformation i And what is it 
that has ^yen your places of public woriktp a 
more honourable tides byt the landion of f hf 
qvilfoxner^^ witb whick xof rejtgion nei^r ka4 

any aUumc4. I glorjr in ;^wh ind^peadenec, 4a4 
oi^robrium. 



«^4 



: By ^nvenUdi: ia ufualiyaimMot an uidatlfid 
^mi1(fi% But .fiiice the kte ad 0( pariiiadien&«a 
&vour of Pifientcfv Qftr f Ifltda of wptfiypilim 

aa 
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as kgsl as yours. The only difference between 
them is, that ours are noc fupported by the 
vftdhh of the ftate, as yours are; fo. that I am 
uojuftly compelled to cdncribuce to your main^ 
tenaoce, while you> inilead of paying any thing 
towards mine, infult me for it. . Our mating boufei 
ate equally known to the laws, and' proteded by 
them. If by conventicles you meant nothing 
more than a term, of reproach, the good manners 
of the prefent age ought to have protefted thent 
from fuch an infult. 

-If your pride, as a cburcbman^ P- 7i> ^^^ ^^^ 
contemptuous airs you give yourfelf with refpefll 
to difienters, be founded on the idea of your 
t)eing a member of a great ejiablijbment ; pray^ 
Sir, what is your church • cftaWifbment in this 
count-ry ? It is- a thing of yefterday,, compared 
to the far more ancient, and venerable church of 
Rome, whofe members confider you dL^z, JcbifmatU 
and 2ife3ary^ as much as myfelf. If, on the con- 
trary, you boaft of your feparation from the church , 
cf Rdmcy that mother of harlots^ and ahominationsy 
confider that the community of chrjftians to which 
1 belong, is feveral removes farther from her 
than yours, and is therefore lefs likely to he one 
ef ihofe bariotjj of -which fhe is the mother. 

On any confideration, therefore, I think that 
« ftyle of greater ':mipde(ly would have become 
you better. The time is approaching that 
^Wtry every man*s ^ork^ what it is^ and if we 
:.. learn 
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barn- the pcire faith of the gofpel, and our live* 
be conformable. to itj it will not then be inquired 
whether we learned it iri a church or a conventicle \ 
in a church, ^ fuch as you have accefs to, and front 
which I am excluded, or in fuch convenikles Hi 
the apoftles were contented with* 

As you flrongly and repeally recommend the 
writings of Bi(kop Bull, with which, I own, I 
was but little acquainted^ I have been induced , 
to purchafe ,them 5 and having locked pretty car&- 
fully through them^ I find they have been the chief 
flore-hoafe of weapons tp yourfeif and others. 
Having found, therefore, where your greai firengtb ' % 

liesy I cannot help wilhing that you would publiih 
the whole of your great champion's works in Eng- 
liftiy and thus fut forth all your fir ength at once. 
It would give me fincere pleafure to fee you do 
this, and at the fame time to avow yourfeif their 
defender* • . . - -^ - . f 

As you rank yourfeif, pi 5> among '^ thofc 
** whom the indulgence of providence has re- 
** leafed from the more laborious offices of the 
*^ priefthood^s^ to whom your more occupied 
*' .brethren have a right to look up for fupporx 
*^ and fuccour in the common caufe," this mav 
be one of the " ferviccs," to which *' you (land 
• ** •.peculiarly engaged,'' as well as to . anfwcr 
< » . ■ • • . 

' • L find, no trace of any chrifiiau priefihood Tfti the New 
.Tcftaitietit, except what belongs to all chtiiUanJ, who arc 
figursMVtfly ftUed Kings, and Priefis unto God. 

' . I my 
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^ fou iay for dieifi*' (^(feddng of tkofe Mnong 
^fllMMti fM rtnk yourfelf) ** «o ftand forth th;e 
^ chail¥t>i0m <^ the Cdinmaii kkfk^ und the ad^ 
^ iviNsattt of their order, h U for thtm to mfc 
'* off the afperfiooB ixqwM^/lkf caft tipoA cM fetis 
'< of the eftabliihment^ as uninformed in th€ 
** trae grounds of the doftrfne whieh tfccy teach, 
^^ or tn&iQere in thdr beiief of «t. T^ tUii dtity 
*w they ilre indifpenfably oMiged fcy ilictr pitm- 
^ dentkl ^eifiemptkm flK>m woidi ^ « htrder kind. 
^ It is tlie propet bufimefii of die ftation <(K/tik1i 
^ is alkytted them ifi Ghr^s hoofliold. And 
*** deep wXi be their fbame, awd inlbpportabk 
•** their punfflwnent, if in the great daj of tec- 
-** konin^ n Ihoisld appear, that they have rcceiTcd 
^ the wages of a fenricc which liath ncttr been 
*' perfonncd,'^ 

• ■» . • 

I am glad. Sir, to find that you havelb jvAfa 
fenfc of the important duties of your elevated 
fttuatibn } and tanking t^e tranfiation of bithop 
BulPs wtwks to be ft^tttraR^r co mp riftd In your 
tiefcription of the duties mcumbent tipon you in 
it, I am ready to join wMi your weahr hrtthren^ 
as you call them (whofc attainments you tepre- 
Ibnt as very low) in inritlng you'to tindertakr it ; 
imagining, as I lincerdy do, thiat the taufb of 
truth' wiH be promoted by k. And to feme of 
thofe weaker hetfren^ it may be more ^r^^hle, 
as well as take up lefs time, to rezd bilHop ButTa 
works in EnglUh than in Latin* In My npiniooi 
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nb writings are more cify to be refiitcd'than ihoQs 
of this biihop. And though, incumbered with 
^bat you eali the labotioui offices of the prieft- 
hood, as well as engaged in a variety of othor pur^ 
fxAtM, I Aall not thidt it any great addition to mj 
labours, if I iindenake to reply to you, thus ably, 
as you may think yourfelf, fupported. 

• 
You have, I perceive, ibme advantages .which I 
have not, efp^iaiiy in^iiayiog acceis to fiance b9oks^ 
I9 for inibnce, had ooe U> much 9s heand of the 
work of Daniel Zuicker^ fcom-wluoh you fuppofe 
Ihai^e bonpimd jnoft of my argMiQenta ^ wiienm» 
you .^pear to be well acquaioscd widiit, and all 
the writings of that author, or yoy could not have 
faid as you do, p. 9, ** Nor is a iingle argument 
^ to he found in the writings either of Zuickert 
^ or £piicopiu8, wUch is not unanfwecably con^ 
^^ fttflni by our learned Dr. George Bull, alberwarda 
^ Xjord ttflu^ of St. David's, in thvce celebcated 
^^ treatifes, which deferve the .pamcuhur^attt ation 
^^ of every one who wou^d take upon him to be 
^* either a teacher, m m ifiAotm 9S tjx^ cbriftiao 
•viaitb/V 

You (hould not, however, have charged me 
witb bonowiAg fioai t^ iK>rk wbkdb» thpi^b -ta 
tyoQr pofieffion, you might have known was noe 
very commpiu A learned friend, whom I delired 
«o mqjttice iw it, idk im, that k ia i)«^ to be found 
« any bookfelier's in London, in ^ Britifh Mu« 
, . . I $ feum, 



I 
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feum, or in the Bodleian or Sion liln'aries; and- 
that at lafl: he. enquired of particular perfons 
mod likely to have it, but none of them could 
tell him where it was.to be met with *. I (hall cn- 
deavour,.however, to make the moft.of fuch books as 
I have^ and in time I may be able to procure 
more. 

But what is of more importance th^n any. thing ■ 
ejie in thefe ftudies, is a iincere love of truths and 
a cool alnd patient inveftigatk>n of it, which I fhall 
endeavour to cultivate* i hope alfo to keep my 
ipind always open to convidion, and«that I fhall 
not negleA to avail myfelf of any light that may 
be fumiihed me, from friend or from foe^ 

, Hoping to hear from you as fodn^ as your 
leifure will permit ; and afluring you of the pleafure 
it will give me to continue. this. correfpondence^ 
till each of us Ihall have .advanced what may occut 
tp usoathe.fubjedt, I am^ 

Dear Sir, 
Your very humble Servant, 

Birmingham, J. PRIESTLEY. 

November^ 1783. 

" , ' * • \ 

' * I find in: the Gmeral Bkgrapbical DiSionary, under the 
ttrlicle C^enius, that Zuicker wrote three defences of his origiod 
work, entitledi Irenicon Irenicorumy in anfwer to Comenius ; and 
that bilhop Bull was accufed by D. Crellius of not having 
read thofe pieces, for want of which he cenfared Zuicker ibr 
fome things which be ocherwife would not have objected to 
him. - ' • 

- - POST- 



pit. H O R S L E Y, iry 



• POSTSCRIPT. 

IN this Poftfcript, befides adding a few notes 
and obfervations relating to the fubjeft of the 
preceding letters, I fliall infert a few larger articles, 
that refpecSt the controverfy in general. , 

■ ■ i 

I. 

The original extrafts from Origen's works referred 
to, p. 19, 20, are the following : 

The old Latin Verjion. 

Et cum videris eo« qni ex Judccis crediderunt in Jefum, 
•llqttando quidem ex Maria et' Jofeph.cum efTe putantes ; 
^liquando autem de Tola Maria et fpiritu fanfloy videbis, ^c. 
In Matt. Traft. 13, Opera La tine, vol. ii. p. 88. 

The Greek of Huetius*s edition. 

v'loiiivav etvjov itvAi^ ori 1119 &L (JLApldtf fj^iv [jLoptii yy'TH ^nit 
k^. Comment in Matt. £d. Huetii, vol. i, p. ^zj» 

* • 

The faffa^^ referred to^ p. 21. 

f;i^ -o-flCf^grnf ytyim^Ai, ' Ibid* p. 42B. 

1 3 11.0/ 



ii8 LETTERS TO 

» * • 

II. 

Of Hmfy. in early timeu 

P. 33/ That Irenaeus did not mean to pafs-a 
fcptence of what we fliould now call damnation upon 
the Ebionitics is, I think, evident from what he 
fays concerning them in the 21 ft chap, of his third 
book, and which has the appearance of great harih* 
nefs, ** If they perfift,*' he fays, " in their error, 
** not receiving the word of incorruption, they 
" continue in mortal fleflj, and are fubjeft to death, 
** not receiving the antidote of life*." The idea 
of this writer, and that of the Fathers in genera!, 
was that Chrift recovered for man that immorta- 
lity which Adam had loft; fo that without his 
interference the whole race of mankind muft have 
perifhed in the grave» This he reprefents aa the 
punifliment of the Ebkinttcs, But he certainly 
could not mean that the Ebionites, asfuchj ftiould 
continue in the grave, while all th; reft of mankind 
Ihould rife from the dead*. He muft, therefore, 
have meant, not that they in particular, but that 
mankind in general, could have had no refurre^ion, 
if their do^rine had been true* 

P. 34^ Clemens Alexandrifms makes frequent 
ixiention of berejies. Almoft the whole of his feventh 
book oC Strmnatn^ relates to that fttbjeft* He 

* Non recipieaties^ verbnm incorraptionis perfeverant \m 
carie xnortali, et funt debitores mortis^ antidotum vh« nga 
.accipientes. Lib. 3, cap. 21^ p. 248. 

mentions 
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tocmUmi fettfteeii diiftsrent iiterdkrdi^ by name, 
and ua bctefiei bf ctttraAeri btit none of them 
bear a^y itldtkm to the Ebioiiites'y or dojr ipe^ 
ck^of uAiiatiaiis^ idl of them refpc^irtg Gnoftict 
oirif. He partieubfly fpeakd of the pride of 
li«reeie» iti g|(&fiefaU n» pretending to dee|x feienee % 
wbet«ai5 the £bioriifes ^tis thntfi defcffted in ^ 
wr; 4iSef»f immett and Were generally treated 
with conteiftpt^ aaf ^eU at abhorreMe. On the 
other hand, Whitby fays, that this writer, fpeaks 
of the do£trine of the Logos being emitted from 
the Father at pleafure, and recalled into him again, 
(which. Juftin M^r meAtidHs^ and lOihkft was 
hardly different from proper unitarianUnK being 
the doAriite of Noetus, Praiceas, SabelFius^ md Mar-. 
ceHos of Artcyra) ^itti approbation. He alfo iays 
it fe paiticafarly retnarfcable, that tuftin Martyr, 
tbdogh her did act approV^e of this dQ<5trine, palTes 
it wfthout any cewfarift, of rtiafk of hcrdCy *. 

P. 34* I haw nor beed scbTe to find any par* 
tteofar account of thi$ excommunicattthi of the 
EBienitis hy the fathers^ mentioned by Jcromi 
but f thmk it very pofltble, that rt might have 
been nothfng more Aan what was done by Viftor,i 
biihop of Ronte, when he excorarminicated all 
the E^ffem chtirches (of whom the £bian'Ltes 
were* thr dtref ) betaufe they obfcrved the Jewifh 
nrtetf m fixing thr time of Eatf er ; fd that in this 

noa fine ratiofie cxidimo. JDifquifitionel Modeto^ p. 173* 

I 4 cxcom- 
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excommunication no mention might be made of 
any other tenet or cuftom of theirs, befides this in-. 
fiance of their obftinate fidherence tp Judaijm, 
The rule laid down by Vi6lor wa$ afterwards con-, 
firmed by the council of Nice, but I believe 
without any fentence of excommunication oa 
thofe who did not conform to it. If any perfon 
will give me any more light with . r^fpeft to this ' 
fubjeft, I (hall be truly thankful for it* 

III, 

. On the conduH of the Jpojlles^ ip. 53.. 

To thcfe obfervations I would add, that as 
among the twelve apoftles, there muft have been, 
men of verydiiFerent tempers and abilities, it.is not 
probable that they (hould all have agreed in con- 
ducing themfelvcs upon the* plan, of not divulg*^ 
ing the doftrine of the divinity of their matter, 
till their hearers were fufficiently perfuaded of bis ^ 
ifiefliahfliip. Some of them would hardly have 
been capable of fo much refinement, and they 
would certainly have differed about the time when 
it was proper to divulge fo great a fecret. Be- 
fides, the mother of Jefu3, and many other per-^ 
Ions, of both fexes, muft have been acquainted 
with it. For that this fecrct was ftriftly confined 
to the tiiffelve Jpojilesy will hardly be maintained.^ 
And yet we have no account either of their in- 
ftruftions to aft in this manner, or of any diflTer- 
ence of opinion^ or of (:ondu6):^ with relpeA to it. 

'It 
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, It might have been expefted alfo, that the m- 
tbrmation that si perfon whom they ffrft cdnverfed- 
ndtli . as a maf$i was either God himfelf, or the^ 
maker of the world under Gbdy fliould have beenH 
received with fome degree of doubt and hcfita^ 
tionby fome or other of them ; efpecially as4:hey 
had been fo very hard to be perfiiadeki of the tfuth 
of his refurredion, thbugh theyhsH been fo fully 
^jprized of it before hand. And yct^ in all the' 
bifldry. of the apoftles, there is the fame plrofdund* 
fHeiice conceYning this tircumftance, and every* 
other .depending <mi the whole fcheme, as if no 
fuch thing had ever had any exiftence, but in the 
imaginations of Athanafius, Chryfoftom, and' 
thofe. other Fathers- who maintained it; -which F 
therefore believe to have been the cafe, and that 
they invented this hypothefis, in order to ac- 
cpuht for the early rife and general fpread of the' 
tirutarian dodtrine, which they xould not deny/ 
and of which it may therefore be confidercd as 
Tcry good evidence, 

IV. 

. ■ • 

Of the excommunication of fbeodotus iy ViSlor. - 

It may be objeSed to the evidence of Tertul-. 
lian concerning the major part of chriftians bemg. 
unitarians^ that about the fame time Viftor,' 
bifhop ofi Rome, excommunicated Theodotus 
of Byzantium for denying the divinity of Chrift s . 
which it may be thought he would not have vcn-, 
turcd'no do, if the popular prejudices had not 
„ • ' beea 
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bcCA with him b this bttfinfft. l6o nbt tfaklk, 
tion^vecj thu chore is any contrariety between thefe 
two fa^» when the circumftaaces attending then 
ace dulv confidenrd* 



TertuU^a lived in Africa^ where theie fecmi t» 
hi»re been a greaftr inclination for the mmarian 
do£farioe than \i)cse waf at Roeoe^ Mi we may 
ooXkSi frcfcn the remarkable p^pukfify of SdxHhn 
i|i that Gountryy and other cifCuoiAaiKcs. Atfaa^ 
na^ua a^^^t ^^ coaaplain$ of many pecfen of loUt 
vndeifbMid>ng favouriag the (ane principhss, w«b 
of th( iame /eoumryy refiding chiefly in E^pCs^ 
though he had feen a great part of tfas chrtftkn 
fr(^ld, and was no doubt weU aequauMed wkh k\ 



We (hould likewifeconfidcff the peculiarly rioioae 
t^a&et of Vi&or, who was capable of doing 
i^hat fewiOti.r pcrfons woul^ b^ve attemptodf 

e I think it very probable that in. thrW«lerttfnrt»of tlMf 
Koman empire in general^ there were always fewer unitarians 
than in the Eailern parts ; becaufe the gofpel was not preached 
lb early in the Weftem parts^pe^aps not to any great extent 
till the greater part ofthe clergy were ittfefied withpktoni^. 
Thi» fl^t haiteb»t» the cafe, efpeeially ra fo remote ircoiMttry 
as Gauly where Irenaeus reAded, and may account for his 
tf^atlag the «k>Arhi« ef the Bfciouites whh more feverity than 
J»>ift|i wh#}HfAi|R)tliteEftA» wkefrtfae^nierffiiort nutureM^ 
Otk tko 6une pripcipjcs we may account for the preyal^iiAc^ 
of Ailtihifm in all'fhe barbarous nations bordering on th» 
tUmUif «»pi#e. Th«y &mI beeir converted to dniftittnity chief!/ 
hf fiBkt%t^ AaijRv^r Bttt Aritncte was at Icngthi hptu£M 
by the influence of the church of Rome» which' aUb htffim 
to eisfcolri Atmfcat^ th^ proper unitarians^ in the perfon of 
f ftttdaHtaL V '^ ■• - ' 

being 
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hiing the fame perion who czmaunuflkatedTalltfae 
Eaftern churches, becaufe they did not. obfism 
Eafter at the fame time that the Weftern churches 
^id| for^^bkh he Wai much ccnfiireda even by 
matiiy l»flK)p6 in the Weft. 

• Sttch mk eMoommuitkfttion as tMs of Theo<!6tiis 
mm by no meana the futic thing with tutting a 
fierfen off frooi commiinion inth any pattteulat 
dnvdif with wfakh he hid been Qfed to <:ottmiuni^ 
cade. TheodotM mm u ftranger at Rome, and it 
It rery poffible that the body of ^ i:hrffiian ehweh 
aa Rome did not inccfcft «heml^)re$ in the affsnr i 
the biihop, and his clcrfiB^ only^upproi^ng of it 
For I readily giaiit that, chough thei« Were fottKb 
kaEToed uoiiarians in alt the eariy ag|ea of chriftianitft 
the majority of the ckrgy wt» hm fo« 

Theodotus^ befides haihg a ftranger at Rome, 
wa$ a man of fcience» and is faid by the unitariaai 
td have been well received by Vlfikor k firft j fo 
that it is very pbflible that the latter might have been 
}ofl:ig«ped to wbae he did by feme qual>pel between 

theoit of which we have no aceottftt. ^ 

. ' / • ■ 

Upon the whofei dierefore^ thOi^b Vidop ^^ 
tonunaiucated this TheDdotua» who waar a ftmngeTt 
and had perh^ m^it himfelf coiif{ilcllOiia, fe aa 
aa;have ^mn fome cwfe of vmbran^ or jodot^y 
to bim^ k is very ftoffihte fhMC a gMt pre« 
portion of the lower kind of people* who made no 
Jioife or difturbance, might contjaue in amwiniqa 
\ . '. with 



IS4 LETTERS TO 

with that churchy though they were known to be 
unitarians. 

. I ani not difpofed to take any advantage of 
Dn Horficy's fuppolition, ijhat Xheodotus raighl 
hold the unitarian dodrine in fome more ofienfive; 
form than that of the ancient Ebionites, and' there- 
fore might be more liable to eycoipmunication ^ 
becaule both TertuUian and Tfaeodoret fay that he 
b^elieved the miraculous conception,, and;itJa.only 
* Epiphanius (who lived loqg after the time of Ter-* 
tullian) who aflerts. the contirary^.. It is, indeed^ 
pretty certain that the opinion t>f Jefus bdng tbefoo 
of Joieph beggn foon to give way early to the 
authority of the gofpels of Matthew and Luke^ 
^d that it b^^me extinft long before the doOrind 
of the fimpk bmnwity of Chrift*. 



• IX » •« 



Of Jujiin Martyr's ac count of the knowledge of fome 
* ' cbriftians of taw rank. 

It is likewifc faid that the teftimony of 
TertuUian is.enprefsly contradiftcd .byo Juftin 
Martyr +, who in giving an account of the cir- 
ijumftanccsj ' in which tht platbnic philofophy 
^reed, as he thought, with the dodrine <£ 
^lofes9 but with refpcd to ^Mrhich he fuppoled that 
Plato had borrowed from > Mofes, . mentions the 
following particulars^ viz.- ^\ the power which 

'•Taieinont*8Meriioir8,yol.v«;jp:ii6. ^ 

-h'Edit.Thrilb^p.Se- '^ ^ 

: ., . tic ^2iS 
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*f was aftcf'the firft God, or the Ldgo$," afiuming 
the figure of ai crofs in the univerfe, borrowed ' 
from the fixing up of a fcrpent (which reprefent- - 
ed Chrift) in the form of a cro& in the. wilderncfs^ * 
and a third principle, borrowed from the ffnrii : 
which Mofes faid rtioved on the face of the water 
at the creation ; and atfo the notibn of fome fire, 
or conflagration, borrowed from Ibmc figurari 
tirve exprcflions in Mofes relating to rfie knger 
of God waxing h6t. " Thefc things,'* he fays, 
^^ we do not borrow from others, but all others 
*♦ fronm us. With us yog may hear and learn - 
'^ thefe things from thofe who do not know the 
** form of the letters, who are rude and barbarous 
** of fpeech, but wife and underftanding in mind ; 
^ and from fome who are even lame and* blind ; (o 
^ that you iflay be convinced that thefc things are- 
^ not faid by human wifdom, but by the' 
** power of God.'* 

/ •■ ' - 

: But all that we can infer from this paflage is^: 
that thefe common people had iearried frorn: 
Moies that the world was made by the power and 
wifdom (or the Logos) of God ; that the ferpeni? 
0% the wildernefs reprefented Chrift*, and that 
there was a Ipirit of God that moved on the face 
c^the waters; in.ihort, that thefc plain people 
had* been at the fource from which Plato had bor- 
rowed his philofophy. It is by no means an ex- 
plicit declaration that thefe common people 
thought that the Logos, and the fpirit, were per- 
£^ris diftin£t from God. Juftin was not writing 
i with 
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with % view ta diat qiicftidst» at TeitQlHaii was I 
but only mcMt to bfhow muck more koowledge 
wot €0 be found among the iowefr of tht f hriiP 
(tans tfa^n aaiong the wifeft of the heathen phi- 
loibpken.^ 

Befideft Juftio is Kcte h^ing of the koour^ 
ladge of the6 lower peoplej and ic favowed hif 
purpofe to malie it aa coo6<krable aa he could % * 
whereas TertuUian is €9nfptaini»g of the circujn^ 
ftaace which he iiiencion$> ib chat nothiog but 
the ooniri&ion of a difagreeable truth coyld hava 
cxtoftttd it from him. Tbo faoie wa$ (he^ cafe 
wish re^poft to Ativtnafius. 

; That the common people iu Juilin't tinnt> 
i^ould underftand hia do&rine cooceraiog the 
personification of the Logos is, in itf^plf^ higjbljr 
improbable. That this Logos^ which W4$ ^U 
gtnally in God the fame thibg that nafon is in 
QMUii flioold at the Creation of the world affiuifie 
a proper ^r^ir^a&V/^ and afterwards anifoate tho 
bcKif of Jefua Chrift^ either in addicion to a hn^ 
man fouU or inftead of it^ 19 not only tcry afa&ml» 
buc ajiib fo very alfirufi^ that ii is 10 the hsgheft 
degree imfwdbable^ a prieru that the comoion 
jpeopte flmtkl hwt adopted it. The fcnpmre% 
in which tbey were chiefly conrerfant, could never 
teach them any fuch diitig^ and 1^ could aoe 
bave httn capable of entering into tiie philofii^^ 
pMcal fttfineoienta oT Jnftin on the iulgc^ 
WJttMas» d^ae.ifae common people ihould banc 

believed 
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bdiofcA as TcrtoUiin sad Adumfiut ttfttkn 
tbcm to iuvt doRc^ vk. that these is hue om 
Gods und diat Chrift was a man, the mcfirnger 
or piv^hec of God, and moficond Goi9i all, tte 
riral as it were tH the firft God, b a thing 
highly credible in itfel^ and therdfare feqtilres 
kfs Kteriial e^idenoe. 



VI. 



s 



Of tbi paffage in Jnftin M^tff tommui^ th 

Unitarians of bis time *. 

I i^iok myfctf poflle^ed of io isiuch ^v^daace 
in favour of the umtariai dodrkie ' haTii^ beefi 
mdmuaed in the ftrft ages of dirifttanity, that I 
httVe <io oGcafion to be il^citous aboist trifles wit& 
refpe^t to it ; and even with regard to tlie mueb* 

contefted 

• • ■» " • • . ' " ' w 

. * • • t 

' * **^ >*F ^i^^ '^^Hp *^ ^« mff^ikt^ yirirf ^i*0Kiywh€ 

^•vlw X^iTw. 'iiv^t fir^pfT^ J^% f$ ^t\ttmrm^ yu^i9^ 

)£dit. Thirlby, p. 234. 

Thtis rendered 'by ttf oppontnt the Monthly Iteviewer. 

Tiier^ are (bine of.^r orpfei&OQ wJio ndcaowledgc hisi t6 be 
the Chrift, end yet maintain that he was a man bprn in the 
natural way ; to whom I conJd not yield my afient^ no not 
j»tn if dU na^Miqr of dinftiflw ftmild think die ^Mae ; 
J>eea«ft ane oe connUndod by Cikrit himfetf not to Mir ea 
-MaHmAodfiMiUi but toflmhretinieathsdifvempsbyAed^ 
the blefled prophets^ and which heJwnftlf tanaja 
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coAtefted pafll^ in JufUn Martyr^ above referred to^ 
dnd of whkh I made feme uk in my late Hifioryf 
vol. i. p. 1 7, it is quite fuiBcienc for my puf pofe 
chat the writer here fpeaks of u];»iurians with temlar-^ 
iieis» ami is far from treating -them as heretics ;.and 
io this \ think every re^fpnable man^ whoconliders 
the manner in which this writer fpeaks of heretics 
in general (on which occafion he fpecifies none but 
Gnoftics) will agree with me. If any perfon think 
otherwife, I have nothing farther to fay, and our 
readers muft judge between us, ' • . - 

: I cannot help thinking, however, with my li^med 
Vindicatory that this paffage more critically exa* 
jnined, furniflies a (till ftronger evidence in favour 
of the prevalence of the unitarian do^ne in tht 
limeofjuftin. 

I. Let it be confidered that, in this place, as 
well as in' his writings in genera), he labours the 
proof of the pre-exiftence of Chrift, fhewing that 
)t is confonant to the principles of Platonifmi, and 

By my Vindicsitof , more literally* 

There are fome of our race [viz. Gentiles] who acknowIc(Igc 
'him to be the Chrift, and yet maintain that he was ».ihan 
i>om in the natural way, to whom I do not aifenty though the 
majority may have told me that they bad been of the fame 
opinion, &c. 

Some conjecture that the original, reading- was pjjL^lJifv, 
fnilead of if/A€7ap» ; and then it ihould' be rendered fome of 
jfMT ract, meaning the Jewilh chriftiaaa. Bnt there ia no atttho- 
9ity for thiafromany manufcript. 

alio 
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0^(6 4ldttdhtQ ft^m the writings of Mofes^ and 
othet p^ttiof tfte Jicwift fcriptttrep, without rer 
ferring to any other writer in fupport of what he 

advancei. . 

. »■ 

2. He docs npt ufe ft fiqgle acrirtioniom cxpref* 
Qon againft thofe who differed ft-om hioi with refpe(9b. 
to it I which is juft ^ apj; man would do whp ihoul4 
write in defeilce of a^^jtipireU or not Very prevalent 
opinion^ and pne^ of which hinifelf wak the principal 
abettor. He eVisn pijoyides a retreat in cafe he Ihould 
cot be able to prove Ims pQin^ •, frying ihat^ though 
he ihould fail in this^ it would not fpUqW that he 
«ras mift^keil in the dther i for $bait ftill Jefu$ 
might be the Meffiah (^bich. was evidwt)jr a. 
itiatter of the firft confequencc with him) $b<>ttgi^ 
he fhould be nothing more than annan, 

' r 

. gf He talks of not being OTcrbornei \ff t^e tu^ 
thprity of any nuipb^r of iTiePj even his fellow 
thriftiansj bgt would adhere to the wgird^ of" 
^hriftj^ and theftnfe of fcrtptUre 3 which is a Oijlt 
jlJiDpft peculiar fq thofe wbofc opinions arc eich^ 
quitie floveli or nt l^aft noc Vf rjr prevalent, 

' 4. T^e phrafe ^^ neither do t agree with thtt 
'f m^prity of (rbrjftia^^^ who may hare objeded 
" %o. my opinion^ * ^kkh U waHy the mpft lite* 
ta} rf odering of tkf^ f^Skgf (though I would nPt 
i)^ ^ndf tgpod C9 1^ fnu<;h ftref^ on jcHat cir^uo^ 
ftance; wiu q^tipr^^y ^f <(<Hk^]^4 f9 mtm 

K thai 
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tliat the majority aftually did make the objeftionj 
or that Juftin fufpefted they migbf make iu 

When I conrider thefe circumftanccs, and alfa 
how apt all perfons are to make their own party 
more numerous than it really is, I am inclined to 
think thar, even if the paflage might bear fuch 
a conftruftion as that Juftin meant to infinuatc 
that the majority were with him, yet that it would 
liot be the moft natural conftrudion, or a fuffi- 
cicnt authority to conclude that fuch was the faft. 
I therefore think that, upon the whole, the paf- 
ftge has all the appearance of an apology (which i» 
all that I have aflcrted) for an opinion different 
fi-om that which in his time was commonly re« 
ijcived on the fubjcft, 

I am, no doubt, influenced in my conftruc^ 
tion of this particular paflage, by the per- 
fuafion that I have, from other independent evi- 
dence, that the unitarians were, in faft, the ma- 
jority of chrifl:ians in the time of Juftin; that he 
therefore knew this to be the cafe, and could not 
mean to infinuatc the contrary. Another peribn» 
having a different perfuaflon concerning the ftate 
of opinions in that age, will naturally be inclined 
to put a different conftruftion upon this paffage* 
In this cafe I only wiih that he would fufpend his 
jtidgment till he has attended to my other argu- 
ifients; and afterwards he may perhaps fee this 

paflage in the fame liglit in which I dow 

The 
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-, The word >«i'^> I think iwith my learned friend, 
ttkx^ to natural defcent \ and T therefore conclgde 
that Juftin here* meant not chriftians in general, 
but gentile chriftians in particular; becaufe, 
as he is oppofing the opinion concerning Chrift^ 
which made him to be a man born of men^ not to 
ihe doftrine of the miraculous conception^ but 
only to his pre-exijiencey the only idea thiat he had 
in his mind, and to which he attended, was that 
of his ^mple humanity ; and we have pofitive evi- 
dence that this was the doftririe of ^// the Jewifli 
chriftians, fo that he could not fpeak of fome of 
them holding it and others not. Whereas the 
gentile chriftians were divided on that fubjeft ; 
and fome of them even later than thiS) viz. .in 
the time of Origen, held that in the ftriAeft fenfe 
of the expreflion, Jefos was a man born of man, 
being the fon of Jofeph as well asof Mary, I there- 
fore think that Juftin meant the gentile chrif- 
tians, omitting the Jewifti chriftians, whofe 
fentiments he might fuppofe to have been well 
known to the learned Jew, with whom he was 
converfing, 

Tillcmont fome where fays that the majority 
of the Ebionites, feem to have believed that ChriCt 
was the fon of Jofeph 5 and as I find no mention 
of two forts of Ebionites (one of them believ-. 
ing the miraculous conception and the other not} 
before the time of Origen, it is probable that in 
the time of Juftin the Jewifti chriftians were al-^ 
mpft: wholly Ebionites of the oldcft denomina-. 
'^ K a tion;^ 
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tion^ believing Chrift to be man born of man^ 
in theftri£left ienfe of the phrafe-i and therefore 
that, in this refpeft alfo, the^ could have been 
no pretence for any inflnuation • that the jewi(h 
chriftians were divided ofi this point i and ftiU 
lefs, thatihofe among them who believed Jcft/s 
to be a man born of m^n^^were not a v^rjr 
great majority of them. 

It is plain from the exigence of fuch cbriftians^ 
both among Jews and Gentiles^ in tKc time of 
^Origenj and probably much later, which was 
long after the publication of the gofpels of Mat- 
thew and Luke, even in their prefcnt form (ad- 
mitting that there might be fomc doubt relating 
uy the introduaioiis to them, tvhen they wera 
firft publiihed) that they confidered ihefe cvan- 
gelifts limply as biftoriansi and by no means a& 
infpircd writers i fo that they thought themfelres: 
at liberty to admit or difregard their teftimony to 
particular fafts^ according to their opinion of their 
evidence being competent, or not competjcnt, in 
thofe particular cafes. I have frequently avowed- 
myfelf not to be a believer in the infpiration of 
the evahgelifts and apoftles as wriUrs^ and have 
given my reafoiis pretty much at large for my 
opinion. I thereforci with thefe ancient unita- 
rians, hold this fubjeft of the miraculous con- 
ception to be one^ with refpeft to which any pcN 
Ibn is fully at Hbcrty to think as the eviden^ 
fliall appear to him^ without any impcachmettt 
of his faith or charaftcr as a chriftian. \ . ^ 

I &all 
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r I (hall conclude this, article with obTervihg that, 
without attending to minute, criticifois, it is quite 
^iufficieot for my purpolEe, tfaiat thcfe ancient unita- 
jrian chriilians, whether they held the miraculous 
<pncq>tion or not, whether they were Jews or Gen- 
iHes, or whether Juftin meant to reprefent them as 
ftriftly fpeaking the majority of chriftians or other- 
^wifc,, were not treataed by him as heretics. 
From this circumftance alone it may be concluded, 
that they ^ere very numerous 5 becaufe whenever 
unitarians have not been very numerous, and made 
^' refpedable figure among chriftians, they have 
always been coftfidered with great abhorrence, and 
h^vc been cut off from communion with diofe of 
j(be orthodox perfuafioQ, 

With what rancour does Eufebius treat this'clafg 
p( chriftians, both in his hiftory, and in his treatife 
jigainft Marcellus of Ancyra i when wc know, froxii 
^tfaanafius and other authorities, that they werq^ 
^ that time very numerous (though among the 
lower clafles of people) and probably in all parts of 
the chriftian world.. 

» 

When thcfe things are duly confidered, it ca^ 
Jiardly be imagined but that, let this paflage in Jiiftiq 
he conftrued in any manner that the words can 
poflibly bear, it will be Efficiently to my purpofe, 
and authorize all the ufe that I liave madle pf it« 
But I -can very well ^are the paflage altogether j 
thinking that I have evidence enough of iny gene- 
ral j)ofition without it. After aB the attention 

K 3 which 
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which I have given to this fubjed^ I lee no material 
objeftion to the manner in which I have expreflM 
myfelf concerning it in my Hiftory. If, however, 
there (hould be a demand for a new edition of that 
work, I (hall endeavour to make it as little cxcep.* 
itionable as po0ible^ confiftent with my own red 
opinion, 

VIL 

Oftbefirfi author pf the define of the permamut 

ferfonality of the Logos. 

I have given a good deal of attention to tHs fub* 
jeft, and from a careful: peruf^l of a confiderable 
part of Juftin Martyr's writings, I think it very 
probable that he was either the firft, or one of the 
$rft, who advanced the doArine of the permanent 
perfonality of the Lo^os. I think he writes as if 
this was the cafe ^ but I wiih that fome other perfbii 
Ivould give his works a more careful perufai with 
that particular view. He was probably the oldeft 
of the aut-horities quoted by the anonymous writer 
referred to by Eufebius, as the Clemens ipentioned 
along with him, was probably not Clemens Ro«- 
fnanus, but Clemens Alexandrinys, who was l^ter 
than Juftin Martyr. H4d there been any pretence 
for quoting Hegefippus as a maintainor of the di*> 
vinity of Chrift, he would certainly have been men- 
tioned in preference to Juftin Martyr, or any others 
in the lift ; not only becaufe he was an earlier 
writer, but chiefly becaufe he was one of the Jewifli 
chriftians, who ^e well known not to have favoured 

$ha( opinion. 
. At 
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A% ta tht bymns n&d by chriftians, and fajd to 
have been from the beginning (*^rtfX"0 by thofe whp 
were friends to the fuppofed dodrine of them, no in- 
ference can- fafclybedrawn from them •, becaufeim- 
nity may be alcribed to perfons in very different knit^ 
and foRie of them very innocent ones \ and as to 
their antiquky^. it is very poffible, for any thing 
. that appears to thd> contrary, that they might )iave 
been thofe very hymns which were rejefted by 
P^ulws Samoiat^nfis on account of their navfhy^ .? 



VIII. 

Maxims ofbijiarical criticifm. 

Though the maxims of hiftorical criticifm arp 
things that are well uaderftood by all perfons who 
attend to them (and indeed, as they are the ultimate 
principles of all reafoning on thefe fubjeifts, it would 
otherwife be in vain to appeal to them at all) it may 
not be unufeful to enumerate them, and to illuftrate 
fuch of them as may feem to require it. Things 
of a fimilar nature have been done by all piathem^- 
ticians and critics. ' By the former thele y Itimate 
propofitions are called axioms ^ and by the latter 
ianons of<riticifm\ and as I wifli to reduce the fpc- 
cies of criticifm with which I and my opponents 
are how convcrfant, to the greateft certaanry, I Have 
followed their example. • 1 have, however, made no 
general fyftan, but have only noted fuch particulars 
„afe I myfelf have had occafion for; and even this! 
am far from pretending to have executed with per- 
feft accuracy ^ but I give it as a Jket$h^ to be ei^ 
. . : - ' K 4 , amined 
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limined at leifure) aqd'td be- re^^ified wher6 it (hal| 
jippear to be requifttc. ; 

Tl^efe maxitps are adapted fotKefoltewing /5r^ 
*W of thofe arguments, *hich i apprehend cftablilh 
tiiy principal pofition, viz. that the ch^ iftian cinirch 
was origihally unitarian ;'and thfercforc I have anrteied 
to each of them the number of that artick in the 
fummaryview to which they correfpond, that they 
jnay • be compared together. I wifli that Dr, 
Hoffley, and other trinitarians, would in like maa- 
v/ffp reduce into axioms the principles op which they 
proceed, that tb^y may be compared with miqe ; 
kod perhaps we niay by this nieans be afli(|;e4 i^ 
poming to a proper iflue in tjiis contfoverfy'. If 
my opponents will devife any other methdd that 
jhall appear to be better adapted to gain the \\mt 
4efirable- etid, I fliall heartily concur in it, ^li4 
conforrp tp it; 



I. 



When two persons give different apcQiints of 
things, that cvidenpe is to be pfelerred, which is 
either in itfelf more probable^ or more agreeable tq 
other credible teftirtiony . ' , ' . 



* t > 



Njti(her |s. entire crejdi( tp cfae ^ven ip any (et of 
^en witji rdped \q what is re^utadsle ;o. them^ nor 
their fnemies with reipec^ to . what is dtfr|$* 
putable } but the account Rivets by the. one may b^ 
balanced by that of the. ptber* Sf,tmmary View^^ 

i 3•Accoun^ 
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Accounts qf any fct of men. given by their enf» 
pies only are always fufpicipus. Bp( the confef* 
Cons of enetpies, aqd circviipft^ces^ faypyr^ble |q 
^y body of men, colleded froip the writiqg;; of 
(heir adverfaries, are deferving of particvilar re^ar^ 

4- 
. It is more patural for men whq wi(h to fpeak 
difparagingly of any (edt tb undervalue their num- 
bers, as well as every thipg clfe rdafting to theit!^; 
and it is equally natural for thofe vAp wilh Co fpeak 
rcfpeftfuUy of any party, to Wpitefent the members 
of it as more nun^eroqs tb&ti they ate. Summary^ 
View, No. 13. ' 



When perfons form themfelves into, jSyrietiefi| Iq 
as to be diftinguifhable from others, the\' never fail 
to get foipc particular natne^ either ^(Tumed by 
thenifelves, or impofed by others. This is ne* 
ce0ary in order to make them the fubje^ of coq*^ 
Verfation, long periphrafes in difcourfc being| very 
incpnvieAiept. Summary View, No. '8, 

6. 
When particular opim^ns are afcribed to a par- 
|ic^l9r cla^ of men, without an^ diftindion of the 
pBSkt when thofe o|unions were adopted by then^ 
^|0^y be prefMtned, (hat they were (iQ]^o(ed ti;i 
Ju^d ttiofe opimoQS from the time that they tpr 
Pf;i¥f 4 ^he|r denomqauoo. ^simwy Y i0w» No. 4.- 

7; When 
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.7- 
When a. particular defcripjtion is given of a, dais 

of pcrfons within any period of time, any perfon 

■who can be proved to have the proper chara6tcr of 

.^tone of that clafs, may be deemed to have belonged 

to it, and to have enjoyed all the privileges of it, 

whatever the^y were. Summary View, No. g. 

,••♦.■ 8. • • 

When an hiftoridn, or writer of any kind, profeff- 
cdly enumerates the kvtrzl /pedes belonging to any 
genus J or general body of men, and omits any par- 

* ticular fpecies, or denoniination, which^ if it had 
belonged to the genus, he, from his fituation and 
circumftances, was not likely to have overlooked, 
it^ may be prefumed that he did not confider that 
particular fpecies as belonging to the genus. Sum* 

'ihary Vicw,:No. 7. 

: ^ Great changes in opinion are not ufually made of 
. d fudden, and never by great bodies of men. That 
.hiftory, therefore, which reprefents fuch changes as 
having been made gradually, and by eafy fteps, is 
always the more probable on that account* Sum-* 
mary View, No. 1 6* 

' ^ 10. 

The common or unlearned people, in any coun* 
try, who do not fpcculate much, retain longeft any 
•opinions with which their minds have been much 
-imprefled j and therefore wc always look for the 
oldeft opinions in any country, or any clafs of meni 
i' among 



Dft. H O Jl S L E y. i|g 

atnqog the common people, and ijiot «mong the 
learned. Smpmary.Vkw, No. i^rH^ 



If 



If any new opinions be introduced into a (bciety^ 
they are moft likely to have introduced them, who 
held opinions fimilar to them before they joined 
tiiat fociety. Summary View, No. 15. 



I2» 



If any particular opinion has never £uled to cx« 
cite great indignation in all ages and nations, whern 
B contrary opinion has been getierally receive4» 
and that particular opinion can be proved to have 
exifted in any age or country when it did not excite 
indignation, it may be concluded that it had many 
* partizans in that age or country. For the opinion 
being the fame, it could not of itfelf be more re- 
fpedable; and human nature being the fame, it 
could not but have been regarded in the fame light, 
' fo long as the fame ftrefs was laid on the oppoiite 
opinion. Summary View, No. i. 11^ i^, > 
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'When a time is given, in which any very re- 
•msurkable and. interefting opinion was not beljeioefl 
by a certain clafs of people^ and anodier tioK 
4n which the belief of it was general, the imro^ 
ikidtion of fuch an opinion may always be. known 
by the effe&s which it will produce. upon the 
minds, and in the condud of men ; by the • alacm 
which it will give to fome, and the defence of it fay 

others* 
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'othen* If, thddbre, no.alsrm wics given, arid 
fio defence AF ic^as tttaiit iKrlthih any partitfufarpe^ 
fiod, it may be concluded that the tntrodu^on of 
it did not take place* ?^tthin that period. Sutii^ 

<1tMfy Vi6(ir,^ No. 2, 3. 6, 

-» . . . •. 

When ai^ pacSdcukar ofiaimsL w prafbce, is. nr« 
ceflarily or cuftomarily accompanied by any other 
opinion or pradice ; if th& latter be not found within 
-9By particular period^ ic may be pvefiimed that the 
farmer did twc eacift witinn that period. Sum* 
gjary Vicw> No. 5. 

IX. 

^JknuMty vUw tf the tvidtiui far the primitive 
. tb'^duts baivirig bel4 the doffrtw ef thejimfk 
:. imiumtj ef Ckfi/f. 

. 2« It 1$ adcnoiwlcdged by nriy ivriters of titm 

orthodM pcrfuftfioD, (hat two Idnds of her^ 

cxifted in the times of the apoftles, viz. that of 

fhofe who held that Gbrift was (imply a man $ 

-And that of the Gnoftics ; of whom foivie ^be- 

fiered thmt Chrift w4s man only in appear*iie4» 

'.and others that it was only Jifia, and nof the 

drift (a pne^txiftent fpirit who diefcendcd frotfr - 

JMireta and dwdc in htm) that iuflfered on d^ 

^Bofs; Now the api^e John animadverts witfi 

1^ grcMeft feverity upon the- latter^ but mafcn^ 

tlD jqntaptfwt of (be fonper ^ and cm it be th^mgkt 

probablp 
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probable that he would pafa it VUilbBpu( ff^fntt^ 
if he had thought k: 00 be aOi «t^;L ^fi^fidi^ing 
how great, and bow. datigetqui siflrnrj^- iC; ji^ 
always^ been thought by-tb^fe wbo b^^ cpr^fi-i 
dered u as being asi etror >t- aU -^ I^:^^ ^ ^- 
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>2« Thrgi)eatobjcd;)Ofi chfK Jews have always 
made to chriftiaoity in its prefent date is^ that it 
eojoios the worlhi^ ^f ^ more gods than one ; . and 
Tc is a great article with the chriftiaa writers of che^ 
ftoond and following centuries to answer this ob-* 
jefStiQii. £ut it dof s not appear in all. the book 
of A&h io which we bear much of the cavils of 
the Jews, both m Jerpfalicin and in mwy parts^ 
of the Roman empire, that they made any fuch 
obsb&ion to chriftianicy tbin ; nor dd the iqjroftles, 
either there, or in their epiftles^ adraiKe amy 
thing with a view to fuch an objcAion. It may 
be prefumcd, therc&re, that no fuch offence ta 
the Jews had then been given, by the preaching of 
a doArine ib offeofive to them as that of the 
divinity ^fChpift muft have been* Maxim X2. i j.. 

3. Aa no Jew hii odginally ;tpy ides^ of thei^ 
Moffiah being . osore than a maq^ - ^nd^ as d^ 
apoftks and the fitft Cbriftisosbad certjMiily tbc^mq 
ideaitt fiift coacanicig Jefus* it cnay b« Sufgoki^ 
thac^ if ctar they had ^m . ifil^rieed. that Je^. 
was not a man, but either .{i^d hifnfcif^ or the 
maker of the world under God, we fhould have 
heeA nble ^ ccaee .the itw^ ; and the. cirmv^a^cu 
in 'wh»6h % gieat a :dffcovcry was made, xs^ ibeinri 

and 
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and that we fbould have perceived the effe6l whicb 
ft had upon their minds ; at leait by fome change 
in their manner of fpeaking concerning him. But 
nothirig of thi^ kind is to be- found in the gofpels, 
in the book of AAs, or in any of the epifties^ We- 
perceive marks enow of other new views of things, 
efpecially of the call of the Gentiles to partake of 
the privileges of the gofpcl ; and we hear much of 
the difputes and the eager contcaition which it oc-^- 
cafioned. But how mucb more muft all their pre« 
judices have been fhocked by the information that 
a perfon whom they firft took to be ^ mere man^ 
was not a man, but either God faimlelf, or the maker 
of the workl under God? Maxim ip * 

4. All the JewUh chriftians, after the deftrufUoQ' 
of Jeruiaiemi which was immediately after the age 
of the apoftles, are laid to have been Ebknitts ; and 
theie were only of two forts, fome of them holding, 
the miraculous conception of our Saviour, and others 
believing that he was the fim of Jofeph as well as 
of Mary. None of them are faid to have be-^ 
lieved either that he was God, or the maker of the' 
world under God, And is it at all credible that 
the body of the Jewifh phriftians, if they had ever 
been inftrufted by the apoftles in the dodrine of the 
divinity, or prc-exiftence of Chrift, would fo foon, 
and ta jgenerally, if not univerially, have abandoned* 
thatfaith? Maxim6. 

5* Had Chrift been confidered as God, or the 
nakef of the world under God, in the early ages of 

tht 
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the church, he would naturally have been the pro-*' 
per objeft of prayer to chriftians ; nay, more' Co than 
God the Father, with whom, *on the Icheme of the 
do^Slrixie of the trinity, they muft have known that 
diey had iefs immediate intercourfc. But prayers to 
Jefus Chrift were not ufed in early times, but gained*^ 
ground gradually, with the opinion of Chrift being 
God, and the objed of worfhip. Maxioi' 14. 

6. Athanafius reprefents the apoftles as obliged to 
ufe great caution not to offend their firft converts 
with the do&rine of Chrift's divinity, and as for- 
bearing to urge that topic till they Were firft welt 
eftablifhed in a belief of his being the Meifiah/ 
He adds, that the Jews being in an error on this fob- • 
jeStf drew the Gentiles into it. Ghryfbftom agrees 
with Athanafius in this reprefentation of the filence of 
the apoftles in their firft preaching, both with itfpeA 
to the divinity of Chrift, and his miraculous con-' 
freption. They both reprefent them as leaving their , 
difcipks to learn the doftrine of Chrift's divinity,* 
hy^ way of inference from certain expreffions ; and' 
tliey do * not pretend to produc^^ any inftance in 
which they . taught that dodtrine clearly dnid expli^* 
citly. Maxim i^. 

-•7. Hegefippus, the firft chriftian hiftorian, him^ 
felf a Jew, and therefore probably an Ebionite, enu- 
merating the herefies of his time, mentions fcveral 
of the Gnoftic kind, but not that of Chrift being a 
mere man. He moreover (ays, that in travellings 
tfo Rome, where he arrived in the titxie of Anicctust 
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he found aU the churche. tlut he vifeed heW ^ 
^th which had been taught by Chnft and ^ 
fpoftks. which, in hi3 opiniop, wa. prpb^l/ tha^^ 
Cbrift being. not God, but man <^^lJ^ 
Martyr aUcv«nd Clemens Akxandrinus, who wr^. 
SSegefippus, treat largely of hereQes m genera^ 
wSoutUSonWo' '^^^^"Sto.the umtarun. 

■ 

Maxim 8* 

8. AU thofe who were deemed heretics in e^W 
times, were cut off from the cornmumon of thoft 
who called themfelves She^/i^ii^* '^'f'^.trf 
ncDC by fome particui4r'>^amej r'*^^*"^ ^f.^ 
their leader. But the unitarl^ ^"^^^8 ru^?„l 
were not expelled from the ^S^ti^^ ^ ^^^M 
but worfliipped along with thofe w*^ ^^^ 
orthodox^ and.had ao particular name 
Vidor, who excommunicated Theodotus .^^ ^y^ 
long time after that Epiphanius endeavoured^^ 
them the name of Alogi. And though. the 
niresi prqbably about or before this time^ had 
cxcommupicated by the Qeotile chriftian$» it ^ 
f^ Jerom fays^ m^ ^n account of their riipd 
herence tft the tew ^f Mpie;. . Maxim. $* 

9. The Apttjiles creed is that which was taught to 
all catecbum^Qis befi^re IpaptUmi ajf>d additions were 
madf to \l from rime, to time^ in order to ticlu4t: 
^ofe who we^ denominated kititm. Npw^ thoiigjjn 
tjiene a«e feveral articles in ihat creed which sdlod^ 
to t^ Gnoftica, and tacitly coiMkmn them^ th^rtl 
w>^ mx^ In th« |im? of TmuU^aai #py arti^ Jo it 
! : that 
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that alluded to the unitarians ;. fo that even then any 
unitarian, at leaft one believing the miraculous 
Conception, might have fubftribed it. It may^ 
therefore^ be eoncludcdj that fimple unitarianifni 
was not deemed heretical ^t the ead of the fecond 
century. Maxim 7. 

lor. It is atcknowledged by Eufebius ahd others^ 
that the ancient unitarians themfelvej, conftantly 
affefted that their doftrine was the prevailing opi* 
nion of the chriftian church till the time of Vidlor; 
Maiirti 2; 

11. Juftiri Marty r^ Who maJntaifts the pre-exiit- 
tnCe of CHrift, ia fo far from calling the contrary 
opinion a berejyi that what he fays on the fubjed ist 
evidently an apology for his own : and when he 

' Ipeaks of heretics in general^ which he does witK 

^ great indignation, as tlo chriftians, ai^d having nd 

communication with chriftians^ he mentions chq 

Gnoftics only. Maxim 1 2. 

12. Irenaeus, who was after Juftin, and who 
Wrote a large treatife on the fubjedt of herefy, fays 
very little concerning the Ebionites. Thofe Ebio- 
nites he fpeaks of as believii^ that Chrift was 
the fon of Jofephi and he makes ho mention 
of thofe who believed the miraculous conception* 
Maxim 12. 

. 13. Tenullian reprefents the majority of the! 
$:otnmon or unlearned christians, the Idioi^^ as iini- 

L tafians 5 
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tarians -, and it is among the common people that 
we always find the oldeft opinions in any coOqf 
try, and in any fed:, while the learned are moft 
apt to innovate. It may therefore be prcfumed 
that, as the unitarian dodrine was held by the com- 
mon people in the time of TertoUian, it had been 
more general ftill before that time, and probably 
univerfal in the apoftplical age; Athanafius alfo 
mentions it as a fubjeft of complaint to the orthd- 
dox of his age that the mdny^ and efpecially, per: 
fons of low underjlandings^ were inclined to the uni- 
tarian dodrine. Maxim 4. 10. 

14. The firft who held, and difcufled the doc- 
trine of tfie divinity of Chrift, acknowledged that 
their opinions were exceedingly unpopular among 
the unfcartied chriftians j: that thefe dreaded the 
dodrinc of the trinity^ thinking that it infringed 
upon the do<3:rine of the fupremacy of God the 
Father; and th? learned chriftians make frequent 
apologies to them, and to others, for their own opi- 
nion. Maxim io« 

« 

15. The divinity of Chrift was firft advanced 
and urged by thofe who had been heathen philo- 
fophers, and efpecially thofe who were admirers of 
the doftrine of Plato, who held the opinion of a 
ficond God. Auftin fays, that he confidered Chrift 
as no other than a moft excellent man, and had no 
fufpicion of the word of God being incarnate in 
him, or how " the catholic faith differed from ' the 
" error of Photinus" (the laft of the proper unita- 

2 rians 
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jri^ns '<vJiofe name is.?pi?gr down rRPiiisyitiUi hd.read 
. the.'books of Plato, j.aiid thathewasafterwards.cofl' 

firmpd in the CathoUc dpftrine by reading the fcrip- 

turea. ConftantiBe in his oration to the fathers of 

the council of Nice, fpeaks with commendation of 

Plato, as having taught the dodrine of " a fecond 

God, derived from the Tupreme God, and fubfer- 

vient to his will/'' Maxim 11. ^ ' 

,' r ■ ., • . .... 

16. Thereis aptetty ^afy grad^iom: in 'the pro- 
grefs of the doftrijne pf .the divinity of Chrifl; 5 as 
he was firft thoiigllt t6 be a God in lome qualified 
fenfe of' the word, 'a dlftinguifhed emanation from 
the fupreme mirtd ;' kM then the Logos, or the wif- ' 
dom of God pif rfonined ; and this logos was firfl: 
thought to be only bccafionally detached from the 
Deity, and then drawn into his eflence again, before 
it was imagined that it had a permanent perfonality^ 

diftinft from that of the fource from which it 
fprung. And it was not till 400 years after that 
' time that this logos^ ox Chrift, was thought to be 
properly equal to the Father. Wherqafs, ort the other 
hand, it is now pretended that the apoftles taught 
the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift, yet it cannot 
be denied that in the very times of the apoftles, the 
Jewilh church, and many of the Gentiles alfo, held 
the opinion of his being a mei-e taiti. Here the tran- 
fition is quite fudden/ without any '^^cadatip^ at 
alL This muft' fiat:urklly have' given "the greateft 
alaron, fuch as is now^^iveri^to di6fe w^ calldd 
orthodax, by theprelent ^ofinips V and yet nip^hiiig 
of this kind can be parcel ved^ /Befiijes* it is cer^- 

L 2 ' tainly 
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tainly moft pr<Aablc thtt the chriftians of thofe 
times, urged as they were with the meannefs of 
^eir mafter, fliould incline to add to^ rather than 
takefrifmy his natural rank and dignity. Maxim 9. 

Remarks on the article of the Mcintbly Reviet^ for 
Sepiem^ery 1783, in anfwer to my Reply tofome 
former animddverjions in that work* 

1 V 

A writer in the Monthly Review having made an 
tlabor^te anfwer to my Reply to his former animad^ 
Vef fions on my hiflory^ it will be expeded that I take 
fome notice of it. On its own account I certainly 
ihould not have thought it necefiary, any more 
than I fhould with refpeft to his former re- 
marks. But being written in a fpecious and im- ' 
pofing manner, as the former were'; and efpecially 
having the advantage of going without expence into 
the hands of almoft all readers, I ikall notice an 
article pr two in it, in which he himfelf evidently 
thinks th^t he has the moft advantage, addjonly give 
my opinion in general with refpeft to the reft. 

As to the temper with which this coritroverfy has 
beeil cohdufted^ I appeal to our readers, whether 
. my Reply was not candid and temperate^ beyond 
what his fifft Remarks were entitled to ; and whether 
his anfwer be not extremfely uncandid and infoJent. 
I do not pretend to be a jodge iri my owii caufe. 
I know, however, that, whereas he fuppofes I lifed 

the term criticifer by way of contempt, I only ufed 

it 
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It for the feke of variety, inftcad of critic^ reviewer^^ 
&c. moaning fimply one that criticifes. 

. After quoting a paflage from Juftin Martyr, 1 
added,, f' This language has all the appearance of 
<^ an apology for an opinion contrary to the general 
** and prevailiiig one % as that of the humanity of 
?' Chrift (at leaft with the belief of the miraculous 
f * conception) probably was in his time/* This the 
Reviewer called a very great tnconftjtency. .** The 
?• Poftor," he fays, "-has no right to infert his a/ 
•^ Uajiwitbtbeheliefcf a miraculous conception. The 
^^ infertion is 'entirely arbitrary 5 and thofe who 
" know Icfs of the author's charafter than we do^ 
f* and may not have the feme well grounded affur- 
*' ance of his integrity, may pofllbly be led to ima- 
•' gine, that he introduced thofe words only to give 
♦' fomp colourable pretew to his ofi> principles." 

This I fcrupled not to call a groundlifs and per* 
verfe mifreprefentation of my meaning ; that part 
jof the fentcnce in which mention is made of the 
miraculous conception being expreflive of an ojpinion 
of my own, and for which I make myfelf only 
anfwerable. The fentence is therefore perfedly 
lM«xceptionable, and very far from giving juft 
caufe for fuch an alarming exclamation s^ the 
l^evtewer ipake§ ufe of, 

: This, however, he has the aflurance (o defend > 
and, confident of bis advantage in the.argun^ent, 
he even qijfofes (he whole fedipn 10 my Reply 

h 3 relating 
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relating to tbls fubjeft; andthtri fays,- p.* 544, 
We carefully rcvifed what we had , written j and 
' as carefully compared it with the paflage in 
** Dr. Pri^ftley's Hiltory which occafioned'the're- 
•* flcftion we make. The revifa!, inftead of con- 
•* vindng os-that we hadiftififcoticeived prmif-^ 
" reprefented Dr. Priefttey's ;mdaning, fully (sod* 
** vinced 'us thjlt we had ^6rte 'neither ;» ahd'Wi 
** tjow a lecdhd time repeat what? On Prieftley hd^ 
** been pleafed to call art* a!nfoft ^nparallell^ 
^^ inftance of groundlefs'iatifd'pctvdrfe mi/teprdSnt* 
" ation/^ fie rcfts his viftditatioh on that pi^ of 
the fentence, m - which rhefttiOfif is itisfde ' of" the 
miraculous conception^ befk*^ 'a^Htifirinu ftcttntti^ 
paflage in Juflan'. "■ Asjtict^ Ifc rioW %sf/^; .2^4; 
** vm found fiult with it «n .v.i-i;..' :: i..- ;o3; 






. ^ - -- ' •- . . .- ^. . ,,. 

Now I affert, as I did in my ^Re^fy^ that this iokuife 
is «tf inference at all, but an independent obfervation 
of my own, in ixspport ^f *my'^' inference, or rWher 
of part of it ttAy ; and if it be -i^hcrwife, I prbfefs 
that^I have no knowledge t)f language, and thAt t 
am not able to ejipreis my own^mcahing. If I un-» 
derftand myfeff, 'the whole frAence may be ^pari* 
phrafed as follows- . " What Jiiftih hereadvafltts 
^* appears to me to have theW of an apology f« 
** an opinion of his own, ^ififereht from that cfif l*d 
** majority of chriftians in hi^ tithe. The- opinion 
** which he mentions as not his own is, that Chrift 
i'' was a 'Inie/er-iliati, and'even^the Ton of JofepHas 
^^ 'Well as-of'M^y: ■ Now I ^ill not venture tq fay 
?*'that this ^pmiob ^as moie pfeyaldfttJ^thattJthat 
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^' of Juftin ; but if we add to thpfe who held this 
** opinion^ thole who believing Chrift to be a mere 
" man, held that he had no human father, I think 
** it probable that thofc two claffes of chriftians ta- 
^* ken together were mpre numerous than thofe 
^* who, with Juftin Martyr, held the doftrine of 
<♦ Cbrift's pre-exifience." 

This, I will venture to fay, no perfon can doubt 
was my real meaning ; and though it is concifely, 
it is not, I think, obfcurely expreffed. With a per- 
fon who can mifunderftgnd fo plain a fentence, con- 
fifting of no more than two members ; and per- 
fift in his mifconftruftion, after its being particu- 
larly pointed out to him, and his profefling to have 
given all due attention to it -, and alfo with one who 

^ can think it natural (as he does, p. 2 28) that Ter- 
tuUian, or any man, would reprefent his opponents 

. as more numerous than they really were, in order to 
exprqfs his contempt of them j it is abfolutely impof- 

. fible for me to hold any argument. We want com- 
mon language and common principles. It is, as 
the Reviewer fays, to bring the queftion to an iffue 

\4tince. We have nothing more to fey, and our 
judges muft decide between us. 

He cannot exprefs his confidence pxort . ftrongly 
than he has done ; and to what I have already faid, 
I will now add, that' I not only think he has mifre- 
prefented my meanings but that, confidering all the 
" circurtiftances, and cfpecially his perfifting in it, as 
he now does,, it will not be eafy to produce any mif- 

L 4 repre- 
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reprefentation of a writer's meaning (o groundleft 
and fo pcryerfe as this, in any controverfial v^riting. 
And yet, though this cafe is fp clear, that I might 
fafely appeal to any perfon who underftands Englifl^, 
it is very poffible that, inftead of any kiffing of the 
rod^ which he promifcd, or arty other anfwer, t|c 
will quote all that I have now written, and repeat 
l^s ^ccufation a third time* 

I fhall now confider another article qn *which the 
Reviewer lays great ftrefs^ and which is the firft 
part of his anfWer to my Reply. It is what l^e 
calls his Jlron^ reafon for fome material, but un- 
known difference between the Ebiopites and the 
Nazarenes ; and it fcems that we both of us have the 
fame authority for our very different opinions on 
this fubjeft. *f It is fomewhat fingular,'* he favs, 
p. 216, " that the paflTage to which the t)oftor has 
^* fent us, by a marginal reference (for he has riot 
^* quoted one word from it) fhould turn out to |)e 
^* the very paflTage that we intended to produce, if 
^* we Ihould be called upon for that Jircng reafon 
<* by which we were inclined to think that the 
f* members of both fe6ts differed cpnfiderably in 
^* articles of faith, notwithftanding there was fuch 
a point of agreement between them in the put- 
ward fervices of religion as might in the end 
^* lead to a nearer intercburfe,*' &c. 
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I (hall now produce the pa^Tag^,^ ^ginning' a 
little earlier than the Reviewer has done, and then 
give my tranflation of it, which any perfon who un- 
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derftands Latin may compare with his. " Si hoc 
^* verum eft ; in Cherinti & Hebionis haerefim di- 
•*f labimur, qui crcdentes in Chrifto, propter hoc 
'" folum a patribus anathematizati funt, quod Icgis 
^' casrjmonias Chrifti Evangelio mifcucrunt, & fifc 
^' nova confefli funt, ut Vetera non amittercnt. Quid 
** dicam de Hebionitis, qui Chrtftianos efle fe fimu- 
** lant ? Ufque hodie per totas orientis fynagogas 
** i|iter Jydeps haerefis eft, quae dicitur mineorum, & 
f * a Pharifajis nunc ufque damnatur, quos vulgo 
^* Nazareos nuncupant, qui creduqt.in Chriftum, 
?' filium Dei, natum de virgin? Maria, ,& eum di- 
?' cunt cffe, qui fub Pontio Pilato paflbs eft, & re- 
5* furrexit, in quern & nos cre^imus : fed dum vo* 
U lunt & Judsei elTc, & Chriftiani, nee Judapi fuqi: 
^* fiec Chriftiani." This I tranflate as follows. 

** If this be true, we fall into the herefy of Che- 
^* rintus and Ebion, who, believing in Cnrift, were 
^^ anathematized by the fathers on this account aniy^ 
** that they mixed the ccfemonies of the law with 
^* the gofpel of Chrift, and held to the new [dif- 
M penfation] in fuch a manper, as not to lofe the old. 
f^ What (hall I fay coqcerning riie Ebionites, who 
^* pretend t)iat they are chriilians ? It is to this very 
" day, in all the fynagogues of the Eaft, a herefy 
^* among the Jews, called that of tfie Minci, now 
f f cqndemned by the Pharifees, and commonly 
?* called Na35arencs ; who believe in Chrift, the fon 
♦♦ of God, b6rn of the virgin Mary, and fay that it 
ff was he who fufFered under Pontius Pilate, and 
. fi rofe again % in whom alfo we believe. But while 

" « rofc 
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f * they wifli to be bpth J^iws; and phriftians, tb^y 
** are neither Jews nor chriftifin^*" . • . - 

. This, the TEleviewer fayS|. after Bifliop BuH, is the 
fJeareJi iejlmony for a dif^r^4ic^.hetween th^ Zi^ipniu,s 

and Nazarenes^T'eJllmonium.^^^^ . It is in- 

'de^d apertijjimum^ a .teftimQny fxceedingly oten t$x 
refutation. .^ /,. _, . 

Ca'n any ihflfance be brdusfKt of ' a writer cJofing 
his account .6f a thing with Xiy mg^Wb at Jball 'I fay 
Uonceirning /7\?*/ After fuch an cxpreffion as this, 
'we naturally' expeft that he.fhould proceed to fay 
"jfcmethiog concerning it, ' which this author mpft 
evidently do?s •„ obferving,^ that .'the fame people 
^\o were called Ebionites (JDy the Gentiles) w^fe 
called Minei and Nazarenes^ by the Jews. Had 
he nn^cant to defcribe any pthfr clafs of people, he 
would naturajiy haye beg,u,n;hisjiiextfentei?cewith 
Eft ety or EJi alfa berefiSy and nqt fimply here/is efi. 
As to his fpeaking of hci;efy . in t^e fecond fen- 
tence, and not i&^r^//Vj, asin.thefirft, it is a moft 
trifling inaccuracy in language, the eafieft of all 
others to fall into^ and of no confequencc to the 
meaning at all. .Befides Jerorn's account pf thefe 
two denominations of men i^; cxadly the fame ; 
the Ebionites being believers in Chrtfty but mixing 

•* TheRevictvfer tTznUitcs^id dicamJe Heifionitesy by Bui 

^^'hyfinuldlfpeakvf the Ebiomtes.-^-^f or ^ Ac. rLet the reacfcr 

judge between us ; obferving, that ther« is nothing in the ori- 

ginal to correfppnd either to his but m h\s for, and the nipic 

ufual meaning offuU is njuhat, and not ^vohy,' 

. thi 
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$bB id"^ and the gofpei ; and the Nazarenes, «?(^/»f 
':$0'h^hotb Jews and cbriftians^ which • ccrcainly 
^cornet to the very fame thing* » . i - 

« - . . 
* Xhe Reviewer lays great ftrefs on our author's 
faying that the "£h\on\it^fWmded to .be chriftians^ 
irtit in t^ie; part wJhicb'is omitteA by him, Jcroth 
^call&tWcm credent es in Cbrift9y ieliesvirsanCbti/i'^ia^ 
•if (hey»bfelievcd in Chrift at all, ;t[hey!cx)i^ld nA i^i- 
Jifivso muchJefs' than he himfdlf reprcfcms thcNa^af- 
renesiM have^icm^I ^ He niayi fay .that they, only.pfd- 
tended to be chriftians, but were not, becaufe 
tYitj Had been* e'x!communicated. ' fiiit'>iii^ai! ^ad 
''ifi'^j/ l\ktt\ ckcommuhicated for P^ Sot fbi ^hy'^'pro- 
ptjt iefiperfeftiofi'bf'thtir faith* in Chrfft'; in WhicK 
'fflkjP*V^re'Unfei?o?'^''t6 ?he Nazarenes/- hut only 
fjWi^>i>beealtfe''tHfe'f milted the cei^mdiiies^ df the 
l^^ ^^th*'«ii ;g«rp^f^?)f >Chf ift v'^H*} -in bther 
words,* he alferts-'^P-thc Nazareftfes-alfei: when Ii*e 
fays , they wified to, le. hotb^ 7^f and Cbrijiians. And 
thou&h he does not fay that the Nazarehes were 
excommunicated^ ^hcjeiys they were not cbrijiiar^s^ 
<irhich is an exprcflion of the faiiie import. 



I -k ', .< 



. Thjk paffage> ^he Jlrong reafon,' tht^^efiimoniu^ 
apertijfifnum of. my oppbnenr, 1 might.la^ve urged 
as. decjAye in f^vpju^^^^ thq idcnjiity ot.'the febift- 
^i^es.apd Na^arwqsJi % I po.ly iaid,."J alfp 
" think it may "be clearly inferred /rom it^ . th^;t 
" the Ebionites and Nazarenes were the fame 
^5.. peopJe/' :Rbplf ,ipL 4. As tcr the 'Vtrm Mheiy 
irohlf means SeSariis in. the Hebrew lawg^age/- 
*' u Had 
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Had there been zhy foreign reafonvfhy we (hould 
fuppofe that Jerom meant to diilinguilh between 
the Ebionites and the Na?arcnes, we might bavie 
hefitated about the interpretation of his meanings 
cafjr as it is; but certainly there can be no caufe 
of hefitation, when it is confidered that in thfs 
'he agrees not with Epiphanius only^ but with 
'the whole ftrain of antiquity^ as is allowed by 
Le Clerc, and all the ableft critics ; and ta inter* 
pret his meaning as Dr. Bull and the Reviewer do, 
is to fet htoi. at variance with all other wfiners* 

. The Reviewer fays, in his note» p. 216, *^ Why 
*^ were the Cerinthians omitted?" Jerom plac^ 
** them with the Ebionites in the preceding fen- 
^ tence : and if the Na^a^ene^^ and the Ebionites 
." were ;tbe f^^me people^ it may with eq^al clear* 
^' nefs of evidence be inferred that they wcife the 
^^ fame pec^le with the Cerinthians likewife/' 

I anfwer, they were the fame people, as far as 
Jerom then confidered them, becaufe they were 
equally zealous for the law of Mofes. 

I cannot help thinking that by this time the Re- 
viewer is not difpofed to lay quite fo much ftrefs oir 
this^r^»f reafon as he did at firft ; for before he h^s 
done writing about it, he contents himfelf with call- 
ing it a conjeSfure only. But the conjefture is as 
improbable, as the reafon was weak. 

Since I wrote the above, I find that Siiicer, in his 
ibifaurm^ under the article Ebion^ makes t^ fame 

ufe 
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ufe of this paflage of Jerom that I have done^ 
and confiders the N^zarenea as a. branch of the 
Ebionites; and that the Reviewer hath been 
mifled iii his conftrudtion of this paflage by Dr. 
Bull, of whom he, as well as Dr. Horiley, enter- 
tains a very high opinion. On the contrary, I think 
no writer has been more efFeftually anfwered thaa 
he has been. 

What the Reviewer fays of the . quotation fron> 
Athanafius, and which he csilhy p. 2;^^^ fometbing 
very ferious indeed^ I have fully confideroi in my 
Letters to Br. Horjley \ ^and as to his quotation 
from Barnabas, he will, find that article well .ex- 
plained by Mr. Lindfey in the Sequel to bis Apology^ 
^p. 429. This is a work from which this writer 
might learn a great deal. 

As to every thing elfe in this anfwer of the Re- 
viewer, I can truly fay that, after perufing it wit|i 
care, I fee no realbn to wifl^ that I had faid any 
thing oEherwife than I have done in my former Re^ 
ply to him, except that I underftood him too lite^^. 
rally in what I obfcrved in my fifth feftion. As to 
all the reft, 1 think it would be trifling with my 
own tinie, and that of my readers, to make any re* 
marks upon it. 

To (hew that I do not fay this merely to get 
rid of the bufinefs, I declare, that if any perfon, 
giving his name^ ^Ihall. requcft my attention to 
any particular part of it, and procure me a place 

in 
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in the MtrnthfyAtvieWj I irili fpcak to it a$ fully 
and as explicitly as I can^/and I do iioc think 
ithat I ftiould require much room. to givca.vtiy 
fatiirfaftoryanfwer to any articlcin.it. . Ironly wiik 
for a public and iitipartial hearing. - In the napse of 
truth, 1 onJy fayi 5^0^ -2^8 Tft; *; . ,; . 

r • 

rt • ' . . - . . 
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In the mean time, as this writer has already pro- 
duced his greateji objeSlion againfl: me, p. 521, his 
Jbmething iHtf ferious indeed^ p. a3'2,.and hisj?r^»^ 
reafinj p. 2 1 6, 1 hope he will not ftop here, but pro- 
ceed to \iiifitvnger and his;y?re?«|^^ reafon, or any 
other new nriodc of alarming the public, ^ftd of pre- 
judicing their minds againft' my work, though k 
Ihould require two or three morie additkjial Jheets 
of letter prefs for the Reviews wfnch fliall crohtain 
them. It will anfwer my wilhes, in "drawing 
more attention to the fubjed, and procure me a 
better hearing in the end -^ and that is all that I 
wifli for in this atgumenr. 

As this wfiter afFefts to be reftrained from fay- 
ing all that he could do by liis refpeft for me, 

* For this, among other purpofes, fach a publication as the 

^hiohgical Rep^Jitsry would be of excellent ufc. It was: with 

great reUdance that I gave up that favourite icheme, but ajt tlu( 

time the demand was not fufficient to indemnify the publiilier. 

In fuch a periodical publication as this, queflions might be pro- 

pofed and anfwered,withoHt putHng the plopoffcr, or th> anf<^erer, 

to any ejcpence ; and all ferious enq4irerfi after truth would have 

an opp6rtunity of having any important fubjedl fairly difcuficd, 

without any perfon improperly making himfclf both judge a{|d 
party. 

IwiQi 
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i.miti ht would lay afide all ceremony of this 
kiodi i%n4 iP order tp .invite him to perfed free- 
dom, I will add th^t the /idea I firft formed of 
bis: km:mng and ability y is much leiTened fince the 
pcrufai tif his laft article^ and of his reply to my 
learned and judicious friend ; and what is of more 
cjtwifcquroce, I perceive a flill greater deficiency 
m tH^Xi^andoury. and f r adorn f rem frejuditey withi- 
out which learning attd ability onlyfervetomiQead 
a man> andenable him to mi (lead others. 

I do not complaio of the conduft of the Re- 
view, or the writers in it, for their late change of man- 
ner, and their leaning to the fide of orthodoxy. All 
men are at liberty to change their opinions and their 
conduft, as they fee reafon. They have thought pro- 
per, however, to make an apology for their condud 
with refpeft to myfelf, pretending that they only ad: 
on the defenftve 5 when the firft part of the review 
of my work was written in the fpirit and manner of 
the moft profeffed polemic, without the appearance 
of a fair review. If it could be called a review, no- 
thing in any form could be more evidently calcu- 
lated to difcredit any work. 

I will add, that Mr. Bewly, a confiderable writer 
in the Monthly Review, lately dead, was exceed- 
ingly offended at the firft article of the review of my 
work. Such condudt, he faid, was highly impro- 
per in a Review, and independent of any regard to 
me, or to the fubjeft (in which he did not at all in- 

cereft 
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tcrefthimfelf) he faid^ that from the firft fight of }r^ 
he was determined to remonftrate with the Editor dri 
account of it. What would lie have fatd to ther 
Review for September^ in which, even witk^v aadi-- 
tiQual Jheet cf htter-prefsy the anf^er to my fmall 
pamphlet takes up more than one^hird of the 
whole ; tod efpecially if be had fcen it puffed off 
in an advertifementy drawn up for the purpoiej in 
which no other article is fpecified befides this an^ 
fwer ; and in which it is faid, *' the Reviewer main^ 
" tains his former charges againft the doftor's work^ 
^^ and fupportsthem with additional arguments^ and 
^^ more copious authorities/' 
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APPENDIX. 

HAVING received letters from two of my 
learned friends relating to the fubjedt of 
this work, when it was nearly printed off, I take 
the liberty to give extracts from them in this 
place; being fatisfied that my readers will be 
pleafed to fee them> and hoping that the writers 
will not bie much offended at my making thia 
ufe of them, without their confent, for which 
It is too late to apply to them. Indeed, the for- 
mer Ijctter was intended for my ufe; but the lat- 
ter, which is from the author pf the Remarks in 
my vindicatibni wa:s certainly not meant for the 
public eye, and was written immediately after 
tie firft reading of the review of his piece. But 
on this account it may be more depended 
upon, as exprefling his real feelings* 

^ Dear Sir, November 5, 1783. 

. I have juft been reading Dr. Horfley's charge 
againft you, to which I doubt not you will make 
a proper reply. As he feems to triumph in 
your having, as he fuppofes, miftaken the fenfe of 
fome Greek quotations ; and as parallel paffages 
are not always at hand> though common enough if 
we could wait for them till they occur j I take the 
liberty of fending you one that I have fince met with 
in Demofthenes, jind another from Thucydides. 
In oppofition to your interpretation of the 
beginning of John's gofpel, he fays, the natural 
force of \\f\os is this perfon. Very true, if the 

M noun 
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noun to which it belongs reprefent a perfon; 
but if the noun be only the name of a thing, 
then the natural force of ov^^' will be this thing, 
z% appears from the foH6wing palTage from 
Demofthenes, ift Olynthiac, ^vn ^i kat^®^ n^w 

^f4 h}^; re>y Oxvv^iav etvloixetj^* rn nroKa. " Now 

^' comes another conjunfture; whatconjunfture? 
^* That which voluntarily oflfers itfelf to the re- 
* puWic from the Olynthians/* Fieiancis. 

The Doftor is much difpleafcd with your tranf- 
latihg t?xaM®7m« nothing hut. To be fure if it 
•were clear from other arguments that the Koy^ 
and co^iA in queffion were ferfons^ his trandation 
would be the true one. But that thofe words 
dannbt always bt uriderftbod to mea'n no oihef 
perfon \vil1 hi nianifeft from the following paf* 
fage of Thucydidcs, Lib iv. cap. cxxvi. p. 3ii. 

upctlitv. Qui DuUa alia TXtione principatmn fuat adepti^ 
quam quod (froAes) prxliando foperarent. 

As to the other paiTage from Theophilus, of 

which the Doftor takes notice in his 63d page, 

when you come to look at it again, you will 

perceive that you did not exaftly hit on the 

meaning of the laft line j and I think the Dodbr 

was a little warped by his fyftem, when he tranf- 

lated God the word, the wifdoi\i, Man. I think 

it pretty plain from the preceding words, 7» ^t^ 

3^ TB Ao^«, }^ T«^ (fotpietf otvlit, that the words in quef- 

tion fhould be tranflated " that there might be 

" God, his word, his wifdom, (and) man." But 

this I fubmit to your better judgment. 

Extras 
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EictraH from the fscond LefteK 

Nov. 5>- 1783. 
What fort of faces are we to carry^ 



fince this »^/j-i&^^«r of ours has " putustoihame?'^ 
You might have got through the bufinefs : but 
what am /, a puny pedagogue, " Ifte Grasculus'* 
who cannot conjugate a Greek verb, nor tell 
whether it be petfeft or defedlive, what am / to 
do? It is a bad bufinefs fure enough j but it 
is not defperate ; and notwithftanding the vio-^ 
lence of the attack^ I do not feel even a fingle 
w^ound/' 

** I rather wondered thd.t neither yoUi nor Mr* 
■ '^ ■ ' defired me to give my authorities for 

what I advanced in my remarks. I had them 
ready; but I chofe to keep them back« The 
adversary has fallen fairly into the ambufcadc % 
and there he lies, open, as far as I can judge at 
prefent> to ufe his own language^ to a good 
many " after-claps/* 1 have had the Review 
but a few hours, and bufinefs has taken ilp fome 
of thole few, fo that I have not been able to 
pay much attention to it- However I have read 
it, and I have not perceived ia it any thing that 
is formidable/* . . 

^* I thirlk it a favourable circumftance for my 
grammatical reputation, which this tremendous 
champion has taken fo much pains to celebratei 
that my original copy (in which the unfortunate 
Ti that obfcures and '* baftardizes'' my Greek 
is not to be found) is ftill in being; otherwife, I 
fuppofe, I Ihould hardly have been believed upon 
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my wordj that I could hav.e made out the firft 
future middle optative of truplt-^iiJLah even with 
J the help of a grammar. What a wretched mind, 
and what a tottering 'caufe muft that man have, 
who can defcend to fuch felf-degrading and ridi- 
culous trivialities. However, I have already feen 
that he is not guarded againft a retort of fimilar 



civilities. 



» 



This excellent critic will, I hope, be prevailed 
upon to give the public, at his leifure, a new- 
edition of his valuable Remarks, with fuch ad- 
ditions and obfervations relating to the fubjeft, 
as may occur to him. They will be efteemed 
by all good judges when the reply to them (hall 
be forgotten. 

I Ihall take this opportunity of faying, that 
the writer of thefe remarks is one of the few oi\ 
whofe friendfhip and approbation I place the 
higheft value, and which I feel as a ftrong in- 
centive to my labours. The good opinion of 
thefe few I am under no apprehenfion of ever 
lofing ; and, though I hope I fhould aft the part 
which confci^nce diftates without that auxiliary 
motive, it is a great confolation to me, and 
much more than counterbalances the cenfures of 
all my opponents. That friendfhip with the 
wife and the virtuous, which I have the happi- 
nefs to poffefs in this world, will, I truft, be re- 
fumed, and conftitute a principal part of the 

felicity of another, 
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